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ABSTRACT
Intra-District School Finance Study
In A Large New England City
(May 1982)
William Olds, M.Ed.
,
University of
Massachusetts, Amherst; E.D., University
of Massachusetts, Amherst
Directed by: Professor Meyer Weinberg
This case study represents the first examination
of educational funding within a district in Connecticut
and perhaps in New England. The study examines the
Hartford public school system, the largest district in the
state, to determine whether educational funds are equally
distributed from school to school. A central question
focuses on whether a group of minority schools receives
equal funding when compared with a group of white schools.
The study reviews educational research on inter and
intra-district financing and examines court decisions on
the subject. The study also traces the history of
educational funding and the education of minorities.
It is the hypothesis of this study that educational
funds are not distributed equally from school to school and
this distribution can be correlated with the racial
composition of the schools.
v
The funding of 24 elementary schools was examined.
Fifteen of these schools were classified as minority
schools and the other nine were classifed as white. The
two groups of schools were compared with each other. The
variables ranged from teacher experience, salaries, and
qualifications to the distribution of physical resources.
An analysis of the data shows that there are stat-
istically significant inequalities in the funding of the
schools. The 15 schools with larger minority populations
are shortchanged when compared with the nine white schools.
The study also reveals the massive obstacles to the
collection of finance data. It criticizes the educational
bureaucracy for not gathering or releasing key information.
An informed public, the report states, is vital if there
is to be sufficient citizen oversight and control of the
schools
.
vi
TABLE OF CONTENTS
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS iv
ABSTRACT v
LIST OF TABLES ix
Chapter
I. INTRODUCTION AND HISTORY 1
The Education of American Blacks ... 3
The 20th Century 6
Reform Movement 8
Connecticut 11
Connecticut Court Decisions 15
The Urban Areas 17
Hartford 18
Summary 22
II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 30
Race and the Distribution of
Educational Resources 31
Educational Inputs and Poor
Children 45
Impact of Teacher Experience
and Salaries 49
Effect of Pupil-Teacher Ratios . . . .59
Physical Resources 60
Equal Educational Opportunity 6 4
Summary 7 0
III. THE COURTS, SCHOOL FINANCING, AND EQUAL
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY 8 2
Intra-District Decisions 87
Burden of Proof 8 9
Defining Equal Education
Opportunity 97
Educational Inputs and Student
Performance 100
Measurements of Equal Educational
Opportunity 102
Compensatory Education and Equal
Educational Opportunity 107
Educational Malpractice Suits. . . .113
Supervision by the Courts 114
Summary 117
vii
IV. PROCEDURAL FINDINGS AND ACCESS TO
SCHOOL INFORMATION 127
V.
VI.
Personnel Data 138
Substitute Teachers 140
Attitude of the Administration 141
State Agencies 143
State Legislature 147
Summary 150
SUBSTANTIVE FINDINGS 156
Racial Composition of the
Schools
. ... y
Teacher Experience, Salaries,
Qualifications
Pupil-Teacher and Pupil-
Paraprofessional Ratios ....
Support Staff
Ratio of Music and Art Teachers
to Pupils
Economic Status of Students. . • .
Minority Distribution of Teachers
and Administrators
Race of Paraprofessionals ....
Female Representation
Salaries and Experience Factors
of School Administrators. . • •
Ratio of Administrators to
Pupils
Distribution of Guidance Counselors
Distribution of Art and Music
Teachers <
Distribution of Home Economic and
Industrial Art Teachers . . .
Substitute Teachers
Distribution of Remedial Education
Funds
Results of Achievement Tests . • •
Physical Resources
Library Books
Music Instruments
Age of School Buildings
Area Served by Custodians ....
.
159
.
160
.
165
.
166
.
167
.
169
.
170
.171
.
171
.
172
.
172
.173
.174
.175
.176
.
177
.180
.180
,
.181
,
.181
.
.182
CONCLUSIONS .192
Summary
.
.
211
vii i
BIBLIOGRAPHY
.
.
215
LIST OF TABLES
Table
1. Distribution of Classroom Teachers in
Hartford 221
2. Variables . . . 222
3. Mann-Whitney Test for Statistical
Significance. 226
4. Profile of Hartford Public Schools. . . . 228
5. Distribution of Support Staff 230
6. Distribution of Music and Art Teachers. . 231
7. Middle School Distribution of Music
and Art Teachers. . 232
8. Ethnic Distribution of Paraprofessionals . 233
9. Distribution of Vice-Principals 234
10. Distribution of Elementary School
Principals 235
11. Ratio of School Administrators to
Students. 236
12. Distribution of Guidance Counselors . . . 237
13. Distribution of Special Education
Students 238
14. Substitute Teacher Days 239
15. Distribution of Title I/SADC, P.L. 874,
General Budget Funds for Remedial
Education and Number of Students 241
16. Distribution of Library Books 244
17. Distribution of Musical Instruments . . . 245
18. Physical Condition of Schools 246
ix
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION AND HISTORY
What the best and wisest parent wants for his
own child, that must the community want for
all of its children. Any other idea for our
schools is narrow, ... it destroys our
democracy.
-John Dewey^
The community has not wanted for all its children
what it wants for his own child. As a result,
the public schools are failing dismally in what
has always been regarded as one of their primary
tasks. . . facilitating the movement of the poor
and disadvantaged into the mainstream of
American economic and social life. Far from
being 'the great equalizer', the schools help
perpetuate the differences in condition, or at
the very least, do little to reduce them.
2
-Charles Silberman
One of the most important democratic principles
involves the issue of equality. It is the view of the
writer that educational expenditures as an investment in
human beings should be a high priority for all communities.
Those who are from more privileged families should not have
greater educational opportunities than the less favored.
A key goal of our schools should be to equalize these
opportunities. That value was given strength when the
highest court in the United States ruled in 1954 that
educational "opportunity is a right which must be made
„3
available to all on equal terms.
1
2Some researchers and civil rights activists are
increasingly questioning whether the present public finance
arrangements produce unequal educational opportunities for
minorities and children from poor families. The assumption
is frequently made that our public schools have considerably
improved in this regard. However, that argument alone fails
to indicate the extent to which schools have made gains in
equalizing educational opportunities.
The purpose of this study is neither to gloat over
nor to criticize our shortcomings. It is simply a study to
examine where we really stand on the subject of equal
educational opportunity. This study examines one large
urban school district and seeks to determine whether
educational funds are equally distributed on a per pupil
basis and whether they are related to race. The study will
also examine past research in the areas of intra-district
financing to determine where disparities, if any, exist and
any correlations between educational resources per student
and student performance. Court decisions in this area will
be examined.
Those who desire to reform school systems need to
discover how resources are distributed within the district
and how children are affected by such decisions. Obtaining .
information about disparities in school funding may help
those who decide to pursue solutions through the legislature,
3the courts
,
or by molding public opinion to produce change.
The area of equity in school financing involves two
particular concerns. These are (1) equity in the financing
of local school districts and of schools within the
district; and (2) equal educational opportunities for those
students who need remedial education or suffer because of
racial and economic disadvantages.
The Education of American Blacks
America has a long history of denying equal educa-
tional opportunities to minorities. An examination of race
relations is essential to a study of school financing and
the issue of equity.
During colonial and national history, there has been
widespread prejudice against blacks. The rationalization
of treating people differently based on race began when
Americans forced fellow human beings from Africa to come
to this country to serve as compelled labor. Even after
legal slavery was abolished, the attitude about racial
differences continued, and it served as the basis for
maintaining segregation and discrimination.
In the middle of the eighteenth century, American
law denied fundamental rights to blacks. Few had the legal
right to own property, to marry, to protection against
injustices and cruel punishment, and to an educa-
tion. It was a separate country for those whose skin color
4was different from the majority. By the time of the
Revolutionary War, slavery was a fully accepted practice.
Blacks were initially not permitted to serve in the war
to attain America's freedom from England. The few members
of the larger society who acknowledged that blacks should
be educated felt that education should be very limited.
In 1794, the American Convention of Abolition Societies
recommended that blacks have instruction in "those mechanic
arts which will keep them most constantly employed and, of
course, which will less subject them to idleness and,
debauchery, and thus prepare them for becoming good citizens
of the United States.
Forty years after the American Revolution, only about
twelve cities had private schools for blacks, and those
schools, usually with bare facilities, had to be built and
supported by blacks and white abolitionists. Although blacks
were excluded from most public schools, they were still
required to pay taxes. There was little intention to permit
black students to share the schools with whites. Boston
5
had a private school for blacks in 1798. Two decades
later, Boston had a separate public school for blacks. New
York's first separate school was established in 1790.
Similar separate schools existed in other states.
The situation did not change in Boston until 1855 when
the state legislature passed a law prohibiting discrimina-
5tion based on race in admission to any public school. 7
In the South during this same period, virtually every state
not only denied blacks the right to vote, but they also
turned blacks away from the public schools altogether. In
I860, of the nearly 1.4 million black children under the
age of ten years, only two percent actually attended
school
.
8
After the Reconstruction Period, between 1880 and
1890, the situation actually worsened for blacks. White
violence against blacks became commonplace. Groups like
the Ku Klux Klan committed gross violent acts in the name
of white supremacy.
A key issue by 1890 in the South involved voting
rights for blacks. The southern states designed various
devices, such as literacy tests and "understanding" pro-
visions, to disqualify blacks from voting. Segregation of
the races not only occurred in the voting booths and in the
schools; it also took place in housing, churches, cemeteries,
restaurants, and all places of public accommodation.
The disparity in funding schools was significant.
W. E. B. DuBois in 1900 found that 79.4 percent of the
cost of black public schools were being paid by blacks
Q
themselves compared to total public funding of white schools.
6THE 20TH CENTURY
Xn the early 1900's, as the black student population
rose, many Southern communities reduced the salaries of
black teachers. This had the effect of also shifting
additional funds to the white schools. ^ Compulsory
segregation became white society's way of holding blacks
in their place. By not building enough schools for black
children, the states were able to provide a disproportion-
ately larger amount of funds to their white schools. This
was not difficult to accomplish since the amount of state
aid was based on the number of students actually in
attendance. If there were not enough black schools, then
public monies could be diverted to the use of white students.
The contrast between black schools and white
schools did not significantly ease when America moved into
the twentieth century. A study of the Washington, D.C.,
schools in 1949 by George Strayer revealed that black
schools were more crowded, older, less adequate, and the black
teachers had a larger work load.
11
Meyer Weinberg in A Chance to Learn , a history of
race and education in the United States, wrote:
Since its earliest beginnings, the American
public school system has been deeply committed
to the maintenance of racial and ethnic
barriers. . . . Public school authorities also
all but deserted minority chilldren. Federal,
7state, and local governments communicated
the political imperatives of racial exclusion
to the school. These became the guidelines for
discriminatory school policies. Professional
organizations of teachers and administrators
collaborated actively in maintaining the racial
order. The allum of privilege sealed many a
lip. White educators profited from the enforced
absence of black and other minority competitors
for jobs. Planned deprivation became a norm
of educational practice. 12
In 1934, Horace Mann Bond wrote that black children
"receive a smaller proportion of public funds in the
Southern States than they have at any time in past
history . "^
In the 1930's and 1940's, urban areas of the United
States contained large numbers of middle-class students.
During this period the per pupil expenditures for these
areas were higher than for rural areas, which at that
time had a higher percentage of the poor. When federal
and state government programs assisted families to move
away from the cities, a shift in school funding to the
suburbs began. The Federal Housing Administration made
low interest loans available for housing in the suburbs.
Commuting became easier as federal and state funds poured
into the construction of new highways. By the 1960's,
most urban areas were left with a high number of students
from low income families.
One study shows that in 1962, urban areas were
spending an average of 17 percent less on schools than their
8surrounding suburbs. 13 In 1974, David Tyack wrote about
the history of urban education. His study found that
"across the nation many of the whites who controlled
systems of public education excluded, segregated, or
cheated black pupils."^
Reform Movement
It was not until the 1970's that any impetus was
given to the issue of equity in school financing as it
relates to the issue of equal educational opportunities.
There arose a movement which sought through legislation
to lessen the dependence on local property taxes. Over
twenty states developed legislation for their school
finance systems which increased state expenditures for the
support of public schools. These changes all focused on
parity from school district to school district and were
brought about by various court challenges on constitutional
grounds
.
White society has found numerous methods to deny equal
educational opportunities to minority students. In their
book Middletown: A Study In American Culture , Robert and
Helen Lynd described the manner in which the public schools
saw to it that minorities and lower class students would
not succeed. "One large group is almost immediately
brushed off into a bin labelled 'non-readers', 'first-grade
9repeaters', or 'opportunity class', where they stay for
eight or ten years and are then released through a chute
to the outside world to become 'hewers of wood and drawers
of water'
.
Kenneth Clark in the 1960's wrote:
The justification of segregated schools by
theories of racial inferiority and by tradi-
tion and law has given way to a more subtle
rationale and basis for continued inefficient
education. Among the examples of such
rationalizations and support are the theories
of 'cultural deprivation' and the related beliefs
and assertions that the culturally determined
educational inferiority of Negro children will
impair the ability of white children to learn if
they are taught in the same classes. It is
assumed that because of their backgrounds, Negro
children and their parents are poorly motivated
for academic achievement, and that these children
will not only be unable to compete with white
children but will also retard the educational
development of the white children. . . . This. . .
view. . . tends to support the pervasive re-
jection of Negro children and obscures and
intensifies the basic problem of providing quality
education for all. 17
As the Hispanic population in the United States
grew, it too discovered the effects of discrimination.
Like the blacks before them, Hispanics were short-changed
with educational resources.
Various devices were used to deny equal educational
opportunities to minorities. School-attendance lines were
redrawn to isolate minorities from whites in the schools.
In fact, real-estate agents steered minorities to certain
areas for housing. As more and more Americans moved to
10
the suburbs, communities designed exclusionary zoning
which had the effect, if not the intent, of locking minorities
out of their towns.
Public schools in the United States are financed
by a combination of taxes. This usually involves state,
federal and town or city governments. The districts are
divided into different funding patterns and some states
contribute significantly more school funds in comparison
to other states. Because of the considerable disparity
in the amount of funds available from school district
to school district, however, problems arose. A wealthy
district could have a number of large industries and high-
priced private housing which raise the tax base to the
point where the district can afford more school resources
compared with those towns which have a smaller tax base.
Not only do the urban areas of our country usually lack a
strong tax base, they also carry a greater fiscal burden.
This is because of the disproportionately higher percentage
of welfare recipients, fewer jobs, more unemployment,
along with the need to have larger police and fire
departments in cities.
A report by the Brookings Institution in 1973 revealed
glaring disparities in monies alllocated by the states for
education. 18 The data for the 1969-70 school year ranged
19
from $53 per pupil in one state to $341 in another.
11
Connecticut provided $213 per pupil which represented 19
20percent of state taxes.
Connecticut
As in most areas of the country, Connecticut places
the primary responsibility for education with the state
government. In order to produce this end, state legis-
latures created the local school districts and authorized
local school boards to implement the requirements of the
State Constitution. The bulk of the funds which are used
for school purposes in the state has been raised by the
local unit of government. During the 1977-78 school year,
the state contributed 29.6 percent while local government
21
added 64.6 percent and the federal government 5.8 percent.
By 1980-81, the State Department of Education said that
22
the state contribution rose to 33.5 percent. While
delegating this particular responsibility, the state
continues to establish the geographic boundaries of the
school districts and determines how school boards will be
elected or appointed. Curriculum requirements, teacher
certification requirements, and the total number of school
days are established by the legislature.
The Connecticut State Constitution, Article Eight,
states: "There shall always be free public elementary and
secondary schools in the state. The General Assembly shall
12
implement this principle by appropriate legislation." 23
The State Constitution also has an Equal Rights Clause
which establishes the principle that government will treat
its citizens in an equal manner.
In 1972, Governor Thomas Meskill of Connecticut
appointed the Governor's Commission on Tax Reform. The
Commission later reported:
The current system (of taxation) is grossly
unfair to our taxpayers and inherently unequal
for our students. The fundamental inequity
of financing a state public school system by
local property tax is that inequality of property
values by town forces many towns to settle for
low school expenditures, even while the taxpayers
of those same towns^lace some of the highest tax
rates in the State.
The Commission then decided that a large part of the
inequity was due to inadequate assessments. It recommended
a State Equal Educational Opportunity Fund which involved
the creation of an equalization device which used a flat
grant approach. The Commission said its recommendation
would provide "an equal opportunity (for each town) to
spend more or less on education because each town will
have available the same amount per student at a chosen
2 6
rate as any other town at the same tax rate. After
some consideration the Connecticut legislature rejected
the proposal.
In 1973, the legislature created the Commission to
Study School Finance and Equal Educational Opportunity.
13
It directed the Commission "to conduct a study of, and
make recommendations regarding, an equitable system of
producing revenue to finance the provision of equal
educational opportunity for all children of the state." 27
The Commission issued a final report in January of 1975. 28
The report criticized the unequal property-tax
system of financing education. Its key recommendation was
to encourage the state "to insure comparability of local
property assessments throughout the state for the purpose
29
of administering state grants for schools." Like earlier
groups, however, the Commission agreed that the property
tax should be continued as a means of financing education.
Paradoxically, the Commission insisted that "Connecticut's
present system of school finance is inherently inequit-
able." It observed that "the property-poor communities
tax themselves at consistently higher rates than towns with
stronger tax bases, yet raise fewer funds to finance
schools. Thus, expenditures are a function of local property
„
31
wealth rather than the wealth of the state as a whole."
The Commission made three recommendations:
(1) Guarantee "a minimum property tax base per pupil in all
towns"; (2) Continue the state flat grants at the same level
of funding; and (3) Begin "a program of urban education aid
to help meet the greater needs and costs of providing
H 3 2
educational services in the state's larger cities.
14
In 1975, the legislature enacted a guaranteed tax
base (GTB) with a formula that favored the cities. It
continued to provide most state aid to school districts in
the form of a flat grant of $250 per pupil. 33
The Connecticut General Assembly did not fully
finance the GTB. In the beginning, an "instant lottery"
was designed to provide much of the financing. 34 But that
yielded only about $7 million, and the state switched to
general funds. For 1978-79, $40 million was spent on the
program.
The GTB, when originally created by the state legis-
lature, required that aid to towns be distributed for
educational purposes. When it was learned that some towns
spent the money for non-educational purposes, the legis-
lature amended the law. The final language required that
all aid distributed to a town pursuant to the provisions
of Section 10-262c "shall be expended for school purposes
only and shall be expended upon the authorization of the
3 6local or regional board of education."
In 1977, the City of Waterbury was accused of using
its extra lottery funds, earmarked for education, to reduce
the local real estate tax rate. A state court upheld the
right of the city to do this. The court declared:
"There is no provision in the present legislation which
compels cities to use instant lottery funds to supplement
15
the education allotment in their budget" (emphasis
3 6
added)
. The legislature again amended the law in 1977
and removed the language which required that educational
funds be used for educational purposes .
^
Connecticut Court Decision
In 1974 Wesley Horton, who was then a resident of the
town of Canton, brought the issue of equal educational
opportunities in inter-district financing to the state
courts. His son, Barnaby
,
and Peter Grace, who were both
students in Canton public schools, served as plaintiffs in
the law suit.
Horton argued that the system of financing education
violated provisions of the state and federal constitution.
In 1974, Superior Court Judge Jay Rubinow declared that the
Connecticut Constitution was violated by the financing
arrangement. The Court ruled that the amount of money spent
on per pupil education must not be related to the wealth
of the town in which the pupil lives. The court said that
the state must provide equal educational opportunity for
all students without regard to a child's place of residence.
School funding practices in Connecticut, said the Court,
relied so heavily on the local property tax without
compensating state aid that it discriminated against pupils
in poorer towns because the breadth and quality of educa-
16
tion they received are to a substantial degree lower than
that received by pupils in wealthier communities
.
38
In 1977, the Connecticut Supreme Court upheld Judge
Rubinow's decision. The Court addressed the issue of
quality education for all: "The present problem arises
from the circumstances that over the years there has
arisen a great disparity in the ability of local .communities
to finance local education, which has given rise to a
consequent significant disparity in the quality of
39
education available to the youth of the State. . ."
The state's highest court also described the essential
nature of publics education: It is a "duty. . . [that]
. . . has always been assumed by the state not only because
the education of youth is of great public utility, but also
chiefly because it is one of great public necessity for
40
the protection and welfare of the state itself."
After the Connecticut Supreme Court decision, the
State Board of Education appointed a 25-member School
Finance Advisory Panel. The panel was charged with
developing a long-term plan for fiscal equity and equal
educational opportunity. It proposed that all state
general aid for education continue to be allocated through
a "Guaranteed Tax Base" formula. Monies to towns would
be based on each town's property, its local effort to
support education, and its educational need. The ability
17
of towns to finance education would be equalized by giving
larger state grants to property poor towns.
^
In response to the Supreme Court's decision, and the
recommendations of the panel, the Connecticut state
legislature passed a bill which it claimed would meet the
court's mandate. In 1980, the legislature had proposed
that $82 million be approved for a second year of a five-
year equalization program. It then cut almost one-third
of that budget. As a result, the plaintiffs in the original
lawsuit returned to the state courts asserting that the
legislature was not complying with the court order. The
issue is still pending in the State courts.
The Urban Areas
There are 166 school districts in Connecticut with a
42total of 561,140 students. There are 96,467 minority
students in Connecticut's public schools. This represents
17.2 percent of the total school population..
Almost two-thirds of all minority students are enroll-
43
ed in the state's five largest cities. Of the total
minority population in the state in 1979, 62.4 percent
were black, while 32.4 percent were Hispanic. There were
also 4.2 percent Asian-American students and one percent
44
American Indian students.
18
HARTFORD
tford ' s social problems are common to many
American cities. During the 1940's the black population
rose from about 7,500 to about 12,500 or by 60 percent.
During that decade the city ' s total population increased
from 166,300 to 177,400 or by 6.7 percent. During the
1950's the black population doubled while the total
population decreased by 15, 000. 45
The 1980 census shows Hartford with a total popula-
tion of 136,392—about 22,000 less than in 1970. 46 The
white population dropped by 38.6 percent in this period. 47
Although whites now make up 50.3 percent of Hartford's
population, the census shows that most are concentrated
in nearly all-white neighborhoods. The census also
indicates that blacks make up 33.6 percent of the popula-
tion or 46,186 persons, while the Hispanic population is
15.8 percent or 21,603 persons.
The poverty indicators suggest Hartford has serious
problems. One measure of poverty is reflected by the
infant mortality rate. The increase in this rate from
22.2 per 1000 live births in 1969-71 to 24.7 per 1000
live births in 1975-77 occurred while rates in the state
48
and the nation declined.
From 1974 to 1978, 272 infants died in seventeen
19
neighborhoods within Hartford. Nearly 80 percent of these
ii^f 3.nts were Hispanics and blacks. [A study by the Health
Systems Agency of North Central Connecticut found that 82
percent of all non-white infant deaths in the 38 communi-
ties in North Central Connecticut occurred in Hartford
50
alone.] According to the agency, the infant mortality
rate "is widely accepted by members of the medical, socio-
logical, and public health communities as an indicator of
the overall health and socio-economic well-being of a
locality.
While the per capita income figures are not yet
available from the 1980 census, 1970 census data revealed
that 63 percent of Hartford households had an income below
$10,000. The income level of another 10,000 households
(20 percent) is between $10,000 and $15,000. Only 17
percent of the households showed an income above
$15, 000. 52
Of the 14,300 black households in Hartford, 70
percent were in the less than $10,000 income category,
while 87 percent of the Hispanic households and 56 percent
of the white households were below the $10,000 income
level. Almost 44 percent were paying in excess of 25
percent of their income for housing, and about 73 percent
of the children in Hartford schools received public
53
welfare support.
20
There were 25,727 students enrolled in the Hartford
public schools. Of this number 1,191 were in pre-school
programs. The student pupolation consisted of 48.4 percent
blacks, 35.9 percent Hispanics,
.6 percent Asians,
.1 per-
cent American Indians, and 15.1 percent whites.
Students attend 30 public schools in Hartford. Of
this number the minority population is over 90 percent at
14 of the 25 elementary schools. There are three elemen-
tary schools, however, where the majority of students are
white: the Naylor School is 78.9 percent white; the
Kennelly School is 77.9 percent white; and the Parkville
School is 51 percent white. Two middle schools, serving
seventh and eighth graders, are located in the predominantly
black "north end" of the city and have a student enrollment
which is less than 13 percent white. ^ Several schools in
other areas of the city, most of them in predominantly
white neighborhoods, serve seventh and eighth graders as
well as kindergarten through the sixth grade.
Almost 6,000 students attend the city's three high
schools. Weaver High has a student population which is
99.7 percent minority while Hartford Public High is 85.2
percent minority. Bulkeley High School is 62.6 percent
. .
57
minority.
21
The Connecticut Advisory Council on Vocational and
Career Education reported in 1976 that Hartford had the
highest high school drop-out rate in the state. 58 55.2
percent of the 1972 freshman class had dropped out by
591975. The attrition rate for the state was 20 percent. 60
The Puerto Rican high school population has had the largest
fi 1percentage of dropouts.
Paul Copes
,
the principal of Weaver High School, told
the writer that the 1976 freshman class at Weaver High
consisted of 2,500 students. Four years later, in 1980,
that class graduated only 883 students. 62 While it isn't
known how many moved out of the school district. Copes
believes the actual drop-out rate includes most of these
students. Some school officials dispute Copes' findings
and claim that the mobility rate is a leading cause of the
turnover.
A study by La Casa de Puerto Rico, a non-profit
organization in Hartford, concluded that "the mobility rate
of Puerto Rican families within Hartford appears to affect
6 3
school performance." In some Hartford schools, the
mobility rate is staggering. The principal of the Barnard-
Brown Elementary School says almost 80 percent of the
students who enter the school move or transfer to other
6 4
schools before they graduate. The figure is 80 to 85
22
percent at the West Middle School, 65 and is estimated at
69 percent at the Vine Street Elementary School. 66
Copes, the Weaver High principal, also observed that
children from one-parent families suffer an additional dis-
advantage in that they do not gain the same degree of
parental support in the home
—
particularly if the family
is on welfare. A study indicated that 83 percent of the
6 7
students at Weaver come from single-parent families.
Results of recent tests, mandated by the Connecticut
state legislature to assess students' achievement levels
in basic skills, indicate that forty-eight percent of
Hartford's sixth graders were in the bottom quarter in
reading tests, and 52 percent were in the bottom quarter
6 8in mathematics tests. In fact, Hartford had only 23
percent of its students in the top half of the reading
scores and 21 percent in the upper half of mathematics
69
scores
.
SUMMARY
The history of education in America demonstrates
that minorities have for a long time been short-changed.
Racial differences were used to maintain segregated and
discriminating schools. For a long period after the
American Revolution, blacks were not even provided the
opportunity to receive a public education.
23
By the middle 1800's, only two percent of blacks
under ten years of age attended any public schools. By
the end of the century, almost 70 percent of blacks,
who were otherwise qualified to attend public schools,
were still not enrolled. In both conservative and liberal
areas of the country
, blacks were not allowed to par-
ticipate in the mainstream of life, and that included
an equal share of education.
While overt acts of racism were condemned by some
in the twentieth century, more subtle forms of discrimina-
tion such as defacto segregation arose. Exclusionary
zoning helped to lock blacks out of suburban communities.
School financing arrangements provided inadequate funds
to urban areas where most black children resided. These
already inadequate funds were at times discriminately
allocated between black and white schools
While Connecticut is under a State Supreme Court
mandate to equalize school funding, the decision has been
interpreted by the legislature to apply to inter-school
districts and not directly to affect intra-school
financing.
In the 1960's, a Presidential Commission warned that
the United States was moving in the direction of two
70
societies—one white and one black. When one examines
American education today, those two societies clearly
24
exist. In many areas of the country, as in Connecticut,
there are white schools and black schools.
It is the purpose of this study to examine the
Hartford school district to learn whether equity exists
in the distribution of educational funds and whether there
is any correlation with race.
25
FOOTNOTES—Chapter I
1. John Dewey. The School and Society
. 1899.
2. Charles E. Silberman. Crisis in the Classroom,
New York: Vintage Books"! 1971, pp. 53 - 54 .
Brown v. Board of Education
, 347 U.S. 483, 1954.
4. Minority Students: A Research Appraisal ; The
National Institute of Education, U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Washington, D.C.,
March 1977, p. 2.
5 . Ibid.
,
p. 3
.
6 . Ibid.
7. Ibid.
8 . Data in U.S. Bureau of the Census. Historical
Statistics of the U.S., Colonial Times to 1957.
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1960,
pp. 10-11 and 213-214.
9. W. E. B. DuBois, The Negro Common School . Atlanta
University Press, 1901, reprinted in Meyer Weinberg,
A Chance to Learn . Cambridge University Press, 1977,
p . 50
.
10. Thomas Jackson Woofter, Jr., Negro Migration . New
York: Gray, 1920, pp. 165-166.
11. George Strayer, The Report of a Survey of the Public
Schools of the District of Columbia . Washington,
D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1949.
12. Meyer Weinberg, A Chance to Learn . Cambridge
University Press, 1977, p. 1.
Horace Mann Bond, The Education of the Negro in the
American Social Order . New York: Octagon Press,
1966, reprint, p. 171.
13 .
26
14. David Ranney
, Determinants of Educational Expenditures
in Large Cities of the U.S. Stanford! Stanford
University School of Education, 1966.
15. David B. Tyack. The One Best System, A History of
American Urban Education
. Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1974, p. 110.
16. Robert S. Lynd and Helen M. Lynd. Middletown: A
Study in American Culture . New York: Harcourt,
Brace and World, 1929.
17. Kenneth Clark, Integrated Education
,
Issue 18, December
1965, January 166, Vol. Ill, No. 6, pp. 52-53.
18. Reischauer and Hartman, Reforming School Finance.
Brookings Institution, 1973, p. 82.
19. Ibid.
20. Ibid.
21. Appendixes to The Educational Equity Study Committee
Summary Report . Conn. State Department of Education,
Feb. 1982.
22. Ibid.
23. Connecticut Constitution, Article Eighth, Section I.
24. Local Government: Schools and Property , Governor's
Commission on Tax Reform, Hartford, Conn., 1972, p. 53.
25. Ibid, Part C, p. 93.
26. Ibid, p. 67.
27. Special Acts 1973, No. 73-143 , Connecticut General
Assembly, Hartford, Conn., 1973.
28. Financing Connecticut's Schools . Commission to Study
School Finance and Equal Educational Opportunity, 1975.
29. Ibid, p. ii.
30 . Ibid.
,
p. i.
31. Ibid. , p. 12.
27
32. Ibid., p. ii.
33 • Act 75 ~ 341
' amending Conn. General Statutes10 2 o 1 •
34 * Public Act 85-341, Connecticut General Statutes 10-262CConnecticut General Assembly, Hartford, Conn., 1975.
35. 19 State Proc. pt. 6, 1976, Session, pp. 2548-2549.
36 * Galullo v. City of Waterbury
, 175 Conn. 192, 397 A2d
103 (1978)
.
37. Public Act 77-579
, Section 2; Public Act 77-540
,
Section 2, Connecticut General Assembly, Hartford,
Conn.
,
1977
.
38. Horton v. Meskill
,
172 Conn. 615
, 376 A. 2d 359'
(1-97^)..
39. Ibid.
40. Ibid.
41. Equity and Excellence in Education . The Responsibilities
and Opportunities presented by Connecticut's New
Educational Equity ‘Legislation, Connecticut State
Board of Education, July 1979, p. 7.
42 . Minority Pupils and Staff in the Connecticut Public
Schools. Connecticut State Department of Education,
February 1980.
43. Ibid.
44. Ibid.
45 . Business Involvement in Greater Hartford's Educational
Experiment . National Conference on Equal Educational
Opportunities in America's Cities, Sponsored by U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights, Nov. 16, 17, 18. 1967.
Washington, D.C., Prepared by Harlan Judd and James
English, Jr., p. 462.
46. Census of Population and Housing , U. S. Department
of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, March 1981.
47. Ibid
.
28
48. Infant Mortality in North Central Connecticut: High-
Risk Neighborhoods in Hartford and New Britain. Health
Systems Agency of North Central Connecticut, Hartford,
Sept. 1980, p. 1.
49. Ibid.
50. Ibid, p. 3.
51 . Ibid.
,
p. 4
.
52. U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1970.
53 . Equal Education and Racial Balance Taskforce, Advisory
Report, Policy and Planning Implications . Hartford
Board of Education, March 1981.
5 4 . Ethnic Distribution of Hartford Public School Pupils
,
Hartford Public Schools, Oct. 1, 1980.
55. Ibid.
56. Ibid.
57. Ibid.
58. Where Do We Go From Here? A Look at the Puerto Rican
Student in Secondary and Post Secondary Institutions
in the Hartford Area, La Casa de Puerto Rico, Inc.,
Hartford, Conn. April 15, 1977, p. 88.
59. Ibid.
60. Ibid.
61. Ibid.
62. Interview by author with Paul Copes, principal of
Weaver High School, Hartford, Conn. , Jan. 27, 1981.
63. Supra 58, p. 57.
64. Interview with Frederick Tracy, principal of Barnard-
Brown Elementary School, Hartford, Conn. Feb. 23, 1981.
65. Interview with Roland Harris, principal of West
Middle
School, Hattford, Conn., Feb. 17, 1981.
29
66. Interview with Gladys H. Hyatt, principal of Vine
Street School, Hartford, Conn. March 19, 1981.
67. Supra 62.
68 . Biennial Report for Education Evaluation and Remedial
Assistance, Hartford Public Schools, 6-2-81.
69. Ibid.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Most studies relating to the allocation of educa-
tional resources have focused on inter-district and state
by state comparisons. How resources are allocated from
school to school or from classroom to classroom has re-
ceived relatively little attention. There appears to be
a general assumption that once school funds reach
individual school districts, the funds are distributed
equitably. Much of the effort today focuses on measures
that could be adopted by state legislatures to correct
the inequities between towns or counties. This chapter
will examine whether or not research demonstrates that
fewer educational funds go to minority pupils. It examines
intra-district and inter-district reports from around the
country to determine whether minority schools receive
fewer resources. This chapter deals with the results of
various reports on the relationship of educational inputs
and equal educational opportunity. The relationships of
those inputs to minority and poor children is also examined.
Most of the literature on the subject of intra-
school financing focuses on disparities in funding schools
in low income neighborhoods compared with schools in
30
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middle-class and wealthy neighborhoods. This chapter
reviews research variations in funding for black students
versus white students and also deals with the relationship
of educational inputs to student performance. Teacher
experience, educational qualifications, and salaries are
examined in terms of their effects on students. Other
factors such as teacher-pupil ratios, the number and
quality of textbooks, as well as school facilities are
considered. As we shall see, there are numerous variables
and the interpretations differ particularly in terms of
what effect educational inputs have on student performance.
1. Race and the Distribution of Educational Resources
As the history of the United States indicates, racial
attitudes have for a long time affected equal educational
opportunities for blacks. From the days of slavery to the
twentieth century, blacks have been treated differently,
particularly in terms of the amount of funds that were made
available for education. Today, it is commonplace to see
black and white schools—often within the same community.
A number of studies show that these schools do not receive
equal resources.
A study in the 1970's called attention to the racial
composition of individual schools as a factor in the alloca
tion of school funds. John D. Owen wrote that there is a
significant tendency for higher quality educational resources
32
to be assigned to middle-class white neighborhoods."^ In
addition
,
Owen pointed out that "the influence of racial
composition of the school appears to be somewhat greater
than that of neighborhood income." 2
Harold Baron wrote in 1971 that there was a negative
correlation between the minority population in a given
school and the amount of per pupil expenditures for that
school. According to his findings, the greater the per-
centage of minorities the smaller the per pupil expenditures
3for the school.
Stephan Michelson in 1972, attempted to attract
attention to the inequalities in intra-school financing. He
noted that . . . "these inequalities are derived from the
4political process which favors wealth and whiteness."
Michelson found that in Detroit schools black children up
to the sixth grade were significantly behind white students
in grade levels.
A 1970 federal study of the Chicago public schools
concluded that white children were receiving 9.2 percent
more funding on a per pupil basis compared to their black
counterparts. 5 White students benefited from teachers whose
salaries were 10.9 percent higher.
Harold Baron's study of Chicago schools from 1961 to
1966 found that the median appropriation for white schools
was $77 more per pupil, or 29 percent greater, than black
33
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schools. He found that "a large proportion of the
permanently certified, experienced teachers, who by reason
of seniority received higher salaries, were assigned to the
O
white schools in more prestigious areas." He also said
that "race and status functioned independently in the
rationing of funds. Within each separate status group, race
affected the allocation of funds regardless of comparability
of socio-economic position. The blacker the composition of
9
the student body, the fewer funds per child." Baron also
noted that "about one of ten teachers in higher status white
areas were in the temporarily assigned category, compared to
four out of ten in low status black areas.
Per pupil spending was also found to be lower for
minority students in the Los Angeles public schools,
according to a 1978-1979 report by Bernard R. Gifford to
the Superior Court of Los Angeles County. ^ The report,
which was co-authored by Ronald K. Choy , also found that
the per pupil direct instructional expenditures were seven
percent lower for Hispanic students than for white students
in elementary schools.
Gifford acknowledged that there was one assumption
in the manner of measuring per pupil expenditures. He
observed that expenditure data were available for the
school as a whole and that there was no lower level of
disaggregation, i. e. , to the classroom level, for individual
34
students
,
or for educational programs within schools. He
acknowledged that he had to assume that all students in a
school received the same expenditures per pupil* "Given the
nature of the data being used for this analysis, there is
no way to correct the distortions
,
or even to estimate
their overall impact on the final average per pupil
12
expenditures." Gifford found that per pupil expenditures
for staff "end up being higher in white schools than in
1
3
black and Hispanic schools."
The same report showed that "overall average levels
of spending per pupil in 1976-1977 were seventeen percent
higher in black and Hispanic elementary schools than in
other schools. However, when special federal and state
.funds for remedial or compensating education are excluded,
average spending levels from regular funds alone were ten
to eleven percent lower in black and Hispanic schools than
1
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other schools." Gifford and Choy observed that "since
special funds are supposed to supplement rather than supplant
local, regular funds, the equality of spending per pupil
is best measured by comparing expenditures from regular
funds." The study also found that spending for teachers,
which accounted for 80 percent of regular funds, was the
primary source of the disparity. In black and Hispanic
schools, average per pupil spending for teachers was 13
percent below the rate in other schools.
35
An overall finding of the study was "that black and
Hispanic pupils were concentrated in segregated schools and
isolated from whites, and that the distribution of resources
unquestionably racially biased. ... The average per
pupil expenditure from regular funds controlled by the
district was lower in black and Hispanic schools primarily
because their teaching staffs had less experience and
training and more minority teachers, substitutes, and
turnover.
Gifford and Choy used the following formula for de-
termining cost of teachers: spending for teachers is equal
to the average salary of teachers in the school multiplied
by the number of teachers. Dividing this aggregate dollar
amount by the number of pupils in the school provides the
1
8
per pupil spending for teachers. They concluded that "the
overall quality of a school's teaching staff is closely
19
related to the average teacher salary." They found that
black schools had 18 percent of all teachers, but had
disproportionately more of the teachers with the least
experience and training (23 percent) and fewer of those
with the most (8 percent) . The faculties of Hispanic
schools were similar: With 15 percent of all teachers, 19
percent had the least experience and training, and nine
percent had the most. The situation in the other schools
was reversed: With 20 percent of all teachers, they had only
36
14 percent of those with the least experience and training
but 32 percent of those with the most. 20
Paul Ritterband in 1973 discovered that New York City
schools with a minority population had the highest number
of inexperienced teachers. Although it was a school board
policy to reduce the pupil-teacher ratio in these schools,
the policy did not deal with teacher inexperience.
According to Ritterband, his study produced figures which
indicated that the mean teacher salary and pupil/teacher
ratio accounted for a 52 percent variation in per pupil
21
expenditures.
The federal Office of Civil Rights (OCR) of the
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, in what
is believed to be the most comprehensive intradistrict
study ever made in a single city, reported:
Minorities are receiving lower amounts of local
resources for basic education, in poorer quality
facilities which have a more limited range of
curricula. . . minorities. . . are given unequal
educational services. . . minorities and female
students in junior high/ intermediate and high
schools are channeled to less desirable and more
restrictive academic, vocational and special
programs and are provided with less effective
counseling services. . . minorities are segregated
in elementary school classrooms and special
education classes and are given unequal educational
services. . . children whose primary language is
other than English are barred from meaningful
participation and educational programs. 22
The report said that the New York City system violated
Title VI of the Civil Rights Adtof 1964, which prohibits
37
discrimination on the basis of race, color, and national
23
origin.
Specifically, the OCR report declared:
Discrimination on the basis of race, national
origin, sex, and physical and mental handicap,
deprives minority and female and handicapped
students of an equal share of the resources
provided by local tax revenues for basic educa-
tion by (a) allocating lower per pupil in-
structional expenditures for the education of
minority students, (b) providing more limited
and poorer quality facilities and educational
materials for their education, (c) establishing
a more limited and less desirable range in
curricula and instructional and non-instructional
programs, and (d) assigning less experienced and
less-well qualified staff to provide instruction;
and denying minority students the full benefits
of special supplementary education programs
provided from federal sources intended solely for
the benefit of educationally disadvantaged 24
students, by diverting such funds to other uses.
The report also went on to state that on the basis of
race and sex, minority and female students were denied access
to a full range of educational opportunities afforded
other students by
(a) providing a lower level of guidance and
counseling assistance in terms of the opportunity
for and access to services and the type, duration,
and quality of such services, (b) restricting
the ability of such students to participate in
academic and specialized curricula; and (c) guiding
and channeling these students towards classes,
tracks or overall educational, economic and
career objectives which are more restrictive in
range and often race and sex stereotyped. 25
In his letter to New York Chancellor Irving Anker
of the New York City school system, Martin Gerry, director
38
of OCR, emphasized that the department's Title VI regula-
tion, 45 CFR Part 80, prohibits actions which deny individual
services, provides services in a different manner, or other-
wise defeats the purpose of the program on the basis of
race, color, or national origin. Gerry wrote that "school
systems are responsible for assuring that these students are
not denied equal educational opportunities by practices
which are less favorable for educational advancement than
the practices at schools attended primarily by students of
2 6
any other race, color, or national origin."
The OCR letter said that its investigation revealed
that in the high schools the "pattern is so pervasive that
it is possible statistically to predict the predominant
racial/ethnic characteristics of any academic high school
within New York City by examining its instructional
27
expenditures
.
The OCR report also commented on the qualifications
as well as the experience factor of teachers in the minority
schools
.
The instructional staff assigned to teach minority
students have less experience and fewer advanced
degrees than those assigned to teach non-minority
students. This disparity combines with the pro-
vision of inferior facilities and educational
materials and lower instructional expenditures
to establish an educational environment for
minority students which is less favorable to their
educational advancement than that provided to
non-minority students in violation of the Fourteenth
Amendment and Title VI. ^
8
39
The report also found that predominantly minority
schools have "higher student-to-counselor ratios than
predominantly non-minority.
. . schools." 29 In addition,
"students with primary language abilities in a language
other than English are not likely to receive adequate
guidance services. . . . Only four percent of the guidance
counselors employed by the junior high/ intermediate schools
in the six community districts reported an ability to
. 30
communicate fluently in languages other than English."
The agency said that compensatory education funds
were being misused by New York City. OCR emphasized that
Titles I and VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965, as amended, provide funds for the instruction
of educationally disadvantaged children who require compen-
satory educational services; in the case of Title I, be-
cause of poverty, and, in the case of Title VII, because
of non-English language background.
Information provided shows that minority
students, who represent a very high per-
centage of students eligible to participate
in these programs, have been denied the full
benefits of these special supplementary
programs because the school system has
diverted these funds to other uses. This
misallocation has occurred in two ways:
(1) funds are used for the provision of
regular instructional programs rather than
supplementary programs, and (2) while the
funds are used to provide instructional
40
services in predominantly minority schools,
these same instructional services are pro-
vided in predominantly non-minority schools
from local tax revenues and are, therefore,
not supplementary . 31
Two other reports for federal agencies arrived at
similar conclusions. The Delta Research Corporation, in a
report to OCR demonstrated that as the minority student
population of the schools rose, so did the number of less
32experienced teachers. A study by the National Opinion
Research Center of the University of Chicago for the U.S.
Office of Education determined that black and poor children
received fewer services than white and economically
33
advantaged children.
As we have seen, while federal and state governments
may provide compensatory funds to assist poor children,
studies indicate these funds are frequently used as a sub-
stitute for regular funds. Betsy Levin, in the President's
Commission on School Finance, found that compensatory funds
were not generally used for their original purpose. Her
report concluded:
District discretionary funds are usually con-
centrated in the schools of higher income and
low-minority populations, while state and federal
compensatory funds are directed to low-income,
high-minority schools. District discretionary
funds and compensatory monies, in some cases,
were found to complement each other; that is,
total expenditures for the lowest income, high-
minority schools and the highest income white
41
schools are almost equal.
. . even though rich
and poor schools may receive equal dollars,
these funds buy different types of teachers
in terms of education and experience levels. ^
One of the few studies to claim that there is little
difference in educational resources between black and white
schools was reported by sociologist James S. Coleman in a
1966 study to the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
35Welfare. Coleman reported the differences were small and
on balance the disparities favored white students. He
observed that teachers of minorities had lower verbal test
scores than the teachers of white students.
Students' background, according to Coleman, affected
academic achievement. These background factors included
socioeconomic status, degree of urbanization, region of
the country, and ethnic group. The fundamental finding of
Coleman was that students enter school with wide differences
in their level of educational achievement and the schools
do not close the gap.
Coleman's research has been widely criticized.
Samuel Bowles and Henry Levin said that "both the measurement
of school resources and the control of social background
of the student were inadequate, and that the statistical
techniques used were inappropriate."
John Owen, as discussed above, declared that black
students may have a higher percentage of less experienced
white teachers tend to stay away from blackteachers because
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schools. Teachers often prefer white middle-class schools,
he writes, because of the teacher's racial or class
attitudes as well. Echoing earlier writings of Kenneth B.
Clark, Owen observed that teachers often feel middle-class
or white students are more highly motivated and challenging.
Owen stated: "An empirical analysis of data for nine
large cities shows that teacher salary expenditures per
pupil are lower in low-income and non-white neighborhoods,
and that the level of both teacher experience and verbal
ability is also lower there." 37 He explains that much of the
inequality is due to the teacher-assignment system which
involves a single city-wide salary schedule and the alloca-
tion of attractive teaching posts to the most experienced
teachers. School boards generally allow teachers to be
assigned to the schools of their choice. Salaries are
determined almost entirely on the basis of experience and
no financial incentives exist for those teachers who have
the neediest children.
In 1976, Anita Summers and Barbara L. Wolfe published
3 8
the results of a study in Philadelphia. They concluded
that the distribution of inputs had these general character-
istics: (1) The examination scores, education and quality
of undergraduate education were higher for teachers in
elementary schools with fewer blacks and low-income pupils.
(2) Students in elementary schools where there were higher
43
proportions of black and low-income pupils had significantly
less experienced principals. (3) The proportion of teacher
vacancies was higher where there were more disadvantaged
students. (4) Students in elementary schools with higher
proportions of black and low-income pupils had a sig-
nificantly lower ratio of pupils to teachers, very likely
3 9due to the greater amount of compensatory education.
Winkler in a 1972 study indicated that the differences
in school progress between minority and majority students
was produced by a long process involving many experiences
40that affect the students. He included the composition
of the student body to have an effect on this environment
as well as traditional school inputs such as teachers.
Winkler's study focused primarily on intraschool
financing along racial lines. He found that the educational
progress of blacks worsened considerably after eight years
of schooling. He declared:
It is difficult to believe that the schools may
not share some responsibility for this
phenomenon. . .41
Winkler contended that black and white students do not have
the same school environment even when they are in the same
school because the resources are distributed differently.
Blacks are placed in particular tracks where they do not
perform as well as white students, he said, because they
tend to be placed in different tracks.
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Summary
Most intra-district studies clearly show that
minority students receive significantly fewer educational
inputs . The result is a denial of equal educational
opportunity. [One of the few reports to claim otherwise was
written by Martin T. Katzman. He found no statistically
significant differences between the minority enrollment of
a grouping of schools and the per pupil allocations to the
42grouping. ] However, the evidence to the contrary is
overwhelming. Intra-district studies in New York City, Los
Angeles, Chicago, Detroit, and elsewhere demonstrate that
per pupil expenditures are lower in minority schools.
Federal studies by the Office for Civil Rights of the
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Delta
Research Corporation, the National Opinion Research Center
at the University of Chicago, and one by the Presidential
Commission on School Finance all found that minorities
received lower amounts of educational resources.
When one examines the extensive research on the
subject of educational inputs and race, it is difficult to
arrive at any conclusion other than that race is a critical
factor in how the larger society distributes its educational
resources. The disparities are perpetuated, not only
among school districts, but within those districts.
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2. Educational Inputs and Poor Children
Like the studies which show a negative correlation
between educational inputs and minority students, a number
of reports indicate similar disparities with children from
poor families.
In 1961, Patricia Cayo Sexton produced a study which
did not focus on facial factors. According to her, there
were sharp disparities between individual schools regardless
of the minority population of the school. She asserted
the key factor was the economic status of the students . "A
typical upper income child.
.
.
goes to a school that is
safer, more suitable and adequate to his needs, more
attractive inside and out, with much better facilities in
most subjects, including science, music, art and library,
and also with better lighting, laboratory, and other health
facilities than the school attended by the average lower-
43income child." Sexton had ranked schools according to
income levels of families who lived within the individual
school boundaries. Her study of 240 elementary schools
showed there were significant differences in class size,
percentage of certified and uncertified teachers, building
age, adequacy of facilities, and availability of free
meals. The study indicated that the variations favored
those schools which served children from upper socio-economic
44families
.
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Another study by J. Alan Thomas for the Michigan
State Department of Education concluded students who lived
in high socio-economic neighborhoods enjoyed the better
schools in terms of the per pupil expenditures. 45
John Silard and Sharon White concluded "a child
receiving a public school education at a low annual ex-
penditure level is afforded schooling far inferior to the
4 6
child for whom substantially higher amounts are expended."
Sociologist August Hollingshead gathered informa-
tion which demonstrated that students from wealthy families
received favorable treatment in a small community when
compared to students from poor families. A 1967 study of
Atlanta, Georgia, discovered that poor students, like their
counterparts in other areas of the country, received fewer
per pupil funds. 4 ^
A study of the Chicago public schools was made by
Eric C. Thornblad. He found that school allocations in
the economically disadvantaged areas of Chicago were not
equal to those provided to students in the middle and upper
A O
income sections. In a 1977 report, the Chicago Urban
League concluded, "except for special and auxiliary in-
structional services , the expenditure levels tend to be
ii 4 9
lower in schools in the poorer neighborhoods."
A 1969 study by Jay Irwin Stark examined the resources
in 164 public schools in Detroit during the period from 1940
47
to 1960. Stark found that the "stated aim of the Detroit
Board of Education is one of equal expenditures per child.
The data indicate that Detroit was not very successful in
pursuing this objective." His findings showed that more
money was spent per pupil in the wealthier areas of the
city in comparison to the poorer areas. Stark also noted
that the school system had a policy of not failing its
students and this "frees many of these resources to be
C O
used on high socio-economic status children." It was
Stark's premise that a school system which retains a child
who normally would have failed doubles the cost of his/her
schooling. He concluded: "Detroit devoted fewest resources
5 3to the children who could benefit most from them."
An analysis of 100 California school districts,
published in 1981, by Frederick Sebald and William Dato
indicated that entry-level test scdres of students had a
positive impact on current scores and the socioeconomic
54index was positive and significant. The authors asserted
that after accepting existing characteristics of school
districts and their student populations, equalizing per
pupil expenditures across school districts leads to slightly
more equal examination scores. They observed that the in-
crease in test scores was only slight because other factors
such as peer attitudes and family have an important effect
on student performance.^
48
James Guthrie and Henry M. Levin have written that
one might expect that those who decide school policy would
make special efforts to staff schools in poor districts
with exceptionally able persons. This does not appear to
be the case with our sample of schools." 56
Summary
The students described above demonstrate that children
from poor families, in too many cases, do not have equal
educational opportunities. Sexton's report of 240 schools
showed that the quality of teachers, facilities, and other
factors was significantly less for poor children. Similar
results were found in Michigan, Georgia, Illinois, and
Massachusetts. Even where a board of education establishes
a goal of equal expenditures per child, as in Detroit,
studies show that more is spent per pupil in the wealthier
areas of the community.
Instead of compensating for the disadvantages of
growing up in a poor family, school officials often provide
less attention and fewer resources to those in need. The
advantaged child, from a comparatively higher income family,
receives significantly more resources for his/her education.
The principle of equality is turned upside down.
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3. Impact of Teacher Experience and Salaries
While there is general agreement that poor and
minority students often do not receive the same level of
educational resources compared with white middle-class
students, various reports and studies disagree on the
effects of staffing inputs to student performance. One
of the key areas of disagreement has been the effect of
teacher experience, qualifications and salaries. Is a
more experienced teacher really superior to an inexperienced
teacher in terms of years of teaching? Is there a point in
terms of the number of years at which teacher experience
no longer makes any additional difference? Are higher paid
teachers more effective? Are teachers with graduate degrees
more likely to increase student performance compared to
teachers with bachelors degrees?
While many will argue about the effects of the above
factors involving teachers from their own parochial
experiences, the writer has examined the studies in this
area. There is disagreement among researchers on these
questions
.
The Coleman Report concluded that variations in
overall per pupil expenditures for staff had no significant
independent correlation to performance except for black
students in the south, and, even then, Coleman claimed, the
50
cause and effect were doubtful. 57 He also reported
instructional expenditures per student amounted to less
than 0.3 percent of the variation in achievement after he
said he controlled six objective background factors. He
said that socioeconomic factors accounted for almost three-
quarters of student achievement while the school accounted
for no more than 26 percent of the variance in students'
5 8
verbal achievement.
The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights in 1967 inter-
preted the Coleman Report to say:
There is a pronounced relationship between
the qualifications of teachers and the
performance of students. It appears to be
consistent for Negro students of all social
class levels in schools of different social
class compositions. 59
. . .
Teacher characteristics showed more
regular and plausible relationships to
student achievement than school facilities
and curricula. . . . The results show that
the educational level of the faculty, as
measured by the highest degree earned, is
positively related to the success of 6Q
Negroes on theverbal achievement test. 1
At some grades, but not all, the Commission
found "a positive relationship between years [of] teaching
experience of the faculty and Negro students' achieve-
ment."
61 The Commission noted that the conclusion of the
Coleman Report "was that the studonts most affected by
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school differences in instructional quality and student
environment are those who come to school least well-
prepared the disadvantaged minority child." 62
That same year, the U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare called upon school boards "to spread
the range of talents, age, experience, training, and
specialization among its different schools." 62 Especially
noted was the need to "increase the proportion of experienced
teachers in disadvantaged schools." 64
Teacher salaries and experience were found by Guthrie,
Kleindorfer
,
Levin, and Stout in 1972 to affect the degree
6 5
of student achievement. "That relationship is such that
higher quality services are associated with higher levels
6 fi
of achievement."
In a study commissioned for the California State
Senate, Charles S. Benson concluded that the salary of
teachers related to the performance of pupils regardless
of their home environment. "The association between the
achievement of pupils and the instruction offered by these
teachers who are qualified by experience and training to
be paid in the upper salary quartile is positive, and the
association stands independently of the known connection
between the home environment of pupils and their achieve-
. „
67
ment
.
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A 1970 Rand Corporation study by Eric Hanushek
claimed that teacher variables in California, including
years of experience among third grade teachers and advanced
training and years of experience among second grade teachers,
were insignificant in terms of student achievement. 68
A 1972 study by B, W. Brown of fourth-grade students
in 520 Michigan school districts said the percentage of
teachers with master’s degrees and the average years of
teacher experience were insignificant in terms of student
achievement. 6 ^
The Title I comparability requirements under the
federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act do not
include teacher longevity as a measure. Gifford, who has
served as deputy superintendent of schools in New York
City, questioned the wisdom of this policy:
Its exclusion implies that the extra
pay for greater experience is "un-
productive"
,
that it is "'wasted" on
something that contributes nothing to
the quality of a teacher. This contra-
dicts the common sense notion land
research) that a person can become a
better teacher, at least for 7 jtj.he first
several years of experience.
. . .
Excluding longevity increments from
staff expenditures renders the resulting
indicator of resource allocation meaning-
less .
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Jacob Landers’ study of New York City showed those
schools which had the smallest percentage of teachers with
more than three years of experience produced the lowest
scores. Years earlier, that same school system
had adopted a policy which supported "the quantitative and
qualitative reassignment of school personnel, in terms of
the proportionate needs of the school populations
involved. . .
Landers also demonstrated that "every one of the
high-achieving schools has a greater percentage of exper-
ienced teachers than the average of the low-achieving
74
schools." The percent of teachers with three years or
more experience in the low achieving schools was 65.9
percent while in the high-achieving schools 86.8 percent
of the teachers had three years or more of experience.
Low student achievement was defined by Landers as the
percent of students who were reading two or more years
below grade. In schools with a larger number of inexper-
ienced teachers over 54 percent of the students were reading
two or more years below grade, while in schools with the more
75
experienced teachers only 11.4 percent were below grade.
Some researchers have mixed conclusions on the
significance of teacher experience and student performance.
Although he found a negative significance in reading when
compared to teacher experience, Martin Katzman did find a
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positive correlation in drop-out rates and attendance
when compared with teacher experience. 76
Pupil performance was significantly affected by
teacher experience as measured by the number of teachers
or more years of employment as a classroom
instructor, according to Samuel Goodman in a study for the
New York State Education Department. 77
Do graduate degrees make a positive difference
compared with bachelors degrees? A New York study says no.
Robert C. Nichols reported that the percentage of teachers
with masters degrees or doctorate degrees was insignificant
to student achievement in-reading or math at the third and
7 8
sixth grade levels.
There are those who disagree with findings that
teacher experience and salaries affect student performance.
A 1978 report by Anita Summers for the Institute of Govern-
ment at the University of Georgia declared "in elementary
schools, low-achieving students did best with relatively
new teachers. . . but middle and high-achieving students
79did do better with more experienced teachers." Summers
also asserted that teachers who came from "higher-rated
schools did, in fact, do a distinctly better job in
8 0increasing their student achievement." This study also
concluded that, in terms of the learning progress of
students, it makes no difference whether a teacher has 20
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or more credits beyond a bachelor's degree or whether
he/she has a master's degree or a doctorate." 81
A key finding of Herbert Kiesling was the positive
correlation between expenditures per pupil to student
8 2
achievement. This finding involved school districts
with over 2,000 students, particularly large urban school
areas, where there are large numbers of disadvantaged
students. Kiesling found the relationship between these
two factors to be often random when small districts were
measured.
Not only are there disagreements regarding the impact
of teacher experience and education on student performance,
so too are there disagreements over the impact of teacher
salaries. Some researchers contend that more highly paid
teachers produce better results with their students. Others
claim there is no connection.
A 1962 report by J. Alan Thomas said that the level
of beginning teacher salaries was significantly related
83
to achievement test scores. A 1965 California study by
Charles S. Benson found that per pupil teacher salaries
and expenditures for instructional purposes were also related
to achievement of students. Benson found there was a
positive correlation between teacher salaries and instruc-
tional expenditures per pupil and pupil achievement level.
He stated: "The association between the achievement of
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pupils and the instruction offered by these teachers who
are qualified by experience and training to be paid in the
upper salary quartile is positive
,
and the association
stands independently of the known connection between the
home environment of pupils and their achievement ." 85
Benson's data also supported a finding that mean salary of
school administrators was positively related to the achieve-
ment levels of their students.
Donald Winkler questioned the connection between the
quality of teachers in terms of their experience and salary
and the achievement level of students: "Teachers who have
the mostexperience
,
the highest salary, and the highest
8 6
academic qualifications tend to choose the best students."
He cautioned that it may be this free choice of teachers
that affects performance of students rather than any
process of education which takes place in the classroom.
Whether more experienced and more highly qualified
teachers have a positive effect on student performance
remains unclear. There are a number of studies which
produce contradicting data. It may be that there are too
many variables at work within our schools to produce uniform
results about the effectiveness of teachers. Few of the
studies, for example, appear to examine the effect of more
experienced and better educated teachers with minorities
and children from poor families. It may be that it is
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difficult to produce valid comparisons in this area since
other studies demonstrate quite conclusively that most
experienced and better educated teachers are in white
middle-class schools.
A variable that may affect the research is teacher
attitudes about black children. The Equality of Educational
Opportunity Survey by James Coleman and his colleagues
revealed that teachers in white, middle-class schools
expressed a stronger preference for white, middle-class,
academically talented students than teachers in black or
8 7lower-class white schools. There have also been studies
which reveal that white teachers in black schools expect
less academically from their students.
In 1974, the State of New York's Office of Education
Performance Review published a study regarding two inner-
city public schools. Both had largely poor students. One
of the schools was high-achieving and the other was a low-
achieving school. One of the key findings indicated that
school personnel in the less effective school attributed
children's reading problems to non-school factors. They
were also pessimistic about the ability of their students
to learn and, as a result, the teachers created a climate
where the children failed because they were not expected
to succeed. In the more effective school, teacher
expectations of their students were much higher.
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Ronald Edmonds of Michigan State University, in
examining a Michigan Department of Education report, found
that staff members of the improving schools hold decidedly
higher and apparently increasing levels of expectations
with regard to the educational accomplishments of their
students . "
®
9
Summary
While there are disagreements among researchers
regarding the relationship of teacher experience and
salaries to the quality of education, these factors are
worth examining because the cumulative effect with other
inputs may affect student performance. Some may also wish
to give additional weight to particular studies.
A 1980 Symposium on Effective Schools sponsored by
the National Committee for Citizens in Education concluded
that schools whose students achieve have "a lower than
usual ratio of children to adults in the instructional
setting." 90 The group agreed that class size was "apparently
not related to student achievement" , except that "more
adults around to work with children characterize successful
schools . " 9 ^
Researchers differ on the importance of the pupil-
teacher ratio. While some federal and state studies con-
cluded class size was unrelated to student performance, one
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report emphasized that low achieving pupils do better in
smaller classes. Many of the studies failed to examine
the effect of small classes on particular types of
children. The success or failure of small classes has
also been measured by student performance on test scores.
The writer submits this may not be a completely valid
measurement. Other intangible benefits, such as motiva-
tion and social relationships, may be advanced in smaller
classes
.
4. Effect of Pupil-Teacher Ratios
As with teacher experience, salaries, and education-
al qualifications, the research differs on the importance
of the number of students assigned to each teacher. In
1954 H. V. Blake reviewed 85 previous studies. Thirty-
five of the studies said smaller classes were better,
thirty-two were inconclusive, and eighteen said larger
92
classes were better.
Jacob Landers in 1973 examined data collected from
93
65 high schools in New York City. He found those schools
which produced the lowest reading scores had the highest
pupil-teacher ratios.
Anita R. Summers has reported that "at all three
levels of schooling. . .low achieving students did best in
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small classes. Middle and high-achieving students were not
affected by having classes with up to thirty—three or
thirty-four students." Summers emphasized that "if you
mixed low, middle, and high achievers together in the data
the way the previous studies had done, you would find class
size made no difference. But if you examine it, targeting
it to particular types of students, you would find it
The New York State Department of Education in 1973
reported that "overall, class size was found to be
significantly related to student performance in only 37
96percent of the nineteen studies in which it was used."
This conclusion appears to have ignored Summers' finding
that when studies mix different levels of achievers together,
and don't focus on low-achievers, class size may not make
a difference.
Herbert J. Riesling's 1970 study for the U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare said there
was no significant correlation between class size and
9 7
student achievement. Harvey A. Averch in 1974 made a
9 8
similar claim.
5. Physical Resources
Following instructional costs for teachers and other
school personnel, the second highest costs in a school
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budget involve the physical facilities and resources.
These would include buildings
, textbooks, library books,
science equipment, audio-visual equipment, and the like.
While it may be possible for a child to learn to
some extent in a school which has few or inadequate text-
books and little science equipment, one could also argue
that a secretary for a law firm can get by with an old
typewriter and poor physical surroundings. An automobile
mechanic might also somehow be able to perform some work
with inferior tools and out-of-date auto guide books.
Obviously, the quality of the work in all these cases is
bound to suffer. Patricia Cayo Sexton in Education and
Income observed that the "clear answer is that school
buildings, and the facilities they contain, are much less
adequate in lower income than in upper-income areas, and
9 9
therefore generally inferior."
However, James Coleman in his 1966 study claimed
that there was little correlation between school facilities
and student achievement.
100 Jencks' study came to an
identical conclusion. 101 He reported that facilities had
little impact on student performance. He found that the
number of library books and textbooks, building size,
building age and other facilities made little
102difference.
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The conclusions of Coleman and Jencks, like those
of others, were challenged. Researchers collected their
own data to test these findings. The design of the previous
studies was challenged. Bowles and Levin said the sample
of library books and science laboratories was too narrow.
Hanushek and Kain said the quality of the facilities had
not been considered and that the number of schools which
had been tested was too small. 10 ^
Findings by Guthrie, Kleindorfer, Levin and Stout
showed that there was a positive correlation between student
achievement and the quality of school services . 105 Their
report included the ages of school buildings and the
quality of the physical facilities. The above group of
researchers, using a group of schools in Michigan, concluded
that the age of buildings and the size of schools related
positively to student performance. They noted that school
site size is significantly associated with achievement only
for those students who tend to score in the middle and upper
106
ranges of test scores. Other facility measures, however,
had a significant effect across all levels of students,
107
"This is particularly the case of building age. . ."
Guthrie and his co-authors also found that one
measure of instructional materials "is significantly
correlated with achievement measures. This is the number
^ ^ „
10 8
of library volumes per thousand students.
63
The above researchers also noted that "it is
conceivable that the adequacy of facilities affects learning
least two ways. First, it may influence the child's
attitudes and subsequently his motivation for learning.
Second, a limited physical environment will restrict the
range and intensity of curriculum offerings. Regardless
of the precise processes involved, however, it appears
clear that inadequate physical facilities are linked to
10 9lower levels of academic achievement."
Summers' findings also showed that students performed
better in smaller schools. In her Philadelphia study,
black elementary students particularly seemed to benefit
from being in smaller schools. Low achievers did better
in smaller senior high schools, while at the junior high
level school size appeared to make little dif ference.
Summers said it "seems, however, much more beneficial to
be in an eighth grade that is part of an elementary school
111
than in one that is not."
Coleman in 1972 attempted to clarify his earlier
findings
:
A school board can spend identical amounts on
textbooks in two different schools. . . so that
inputs as disbursed by school boards are
identical. But if texts depreciate more rapidly,
through loss and lack of care, in one school or /
one system than the other, then the text as
received by a given child (in a later year)
constitutes a lesser input of educational resources
to him than if he were in the other schools.
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. . . Thus even the apparently simple study ofinput resources becomes a rather complex one
if it is viewed as it should be—neither solely
from the viewpoint of the administrators as
distributor of resources, nor solely from the
viewpoint of the child as recipient, but from
the viewpoint of both. 112
6. Equal Educational Opportunity
Most persons would agree equality of educational
opportunity means that all children deserve equal access
to a system's resources. However, one person's assessment
of equal resources is another person's example of the
injustice which society thrusts on innocent children.
The literature does not clearly spell out precisely
what is to be defined as "equity" or "equal educational
opportunity." Charles S. Benson has interpreted equal
educational opportunity to mean that "any two children
of the same abilities shall receive equivalent forms of
assistance in developing those abilities, wherever they
live in a given state and whatever their parental
. „
113
circumstances.
A report by Gifford and Choy on the New York City
Board of Education declared equal educational opportunity
could be measured in three ways: inputs in terms of
dollars, resources, and outcomes. Input was defined as
an equal input of dollars. In this sense, say the authors,
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"all that is needed to verify equality is proper
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accounting." However, it was also observed that "an
equal dollar per pupil strategy (weighted for various
grade levels) would be consistent with 'equal educational
opportunity' only if equal dollars could purchase equal
services in every community school district in the city ." 116
They denied that this was the case.
Most educational researchers agree that students
from low socio-economic backgrounds need additional funds.
An allocation strategy that attempts to compensate for
differences in the purchasing power of the dollar among
school districts is a "resource equalization strategy",
wrote Gifford and Choy. The term "resources" means the
"value of all human and non-human inputs into education--
services of teachers, administrators, and support staff;
materials and supplies; types of facilities; and so
forth." They cautioned that equal dollars do not buy
equal resources everywhere. For a variety of reasons,
such as differences in teacher salaries, districts vary
both in access to resources and in the prices they must
pay for resources of given quality and quantity. "Since
input costs are variable," the New York City report said,
"districts cannot be said to be providing equal programs
or equal educational opportunity when their levels of
„
1 1
8
spending are the same.
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The report noted that a resource equalization
strategy requires that cost levels must be measured in
such a way that the necessary adjustments in purchasing
power per dollar can be determined.
This third factor in measuring "equal educational
opportunity" involves "outcome equalization", wrote
Gifford and Choy. This strategy involves a recognition
that there are wide disparities in pupil achievement
because of differences in pupil populations. "To* bring
achievement in all districts up to an agreed-upon standard
(equal educational outcome)
,
it would be necessary to
allocate resources to compensate for differences in the
119difficulty of educating diverse pupil populations."
This adds up to allocating resources in proportion to
educational need where "need" means the amount of
resources per student, relative to the amount required in
an "average" district, to produce a given level of
educational achievement.
Guthrie and his associates, in the book Schools and
Inequality , declared that "not all runners begin at the
i on
same starting line." Children from higher socio-
economic backgrounds begin life with many advantages.
This involves not only the home environment, but health
care, nutrition, material possessions, and geographic
mobility. The authors declared:
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We reject explicitly the idea of inevitable
differences among groups with regard to the
equality of their opportunity. Equality of
opportunity implies strongly that a re-
presentative individual of any racial or
social group has the same probability of
succeeding as does a representative individual
of any other racial or social groups.
. .
given equality of opportunity, there should be
a random relationship between the social
position of parents and the lifetime attain-
ments of their offspring.
.
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The task of the school is to equalize opportuni-
ty among different social groupings by the end
of the compulsory schooling period. 12^
Guthrie called for proportionately greater resources
for the poor and minorities:
If children born at different socio-economic
levels are to have the same set of opportunities
at age sixteen, though starting off with different
chances of success at age five, equal amounts of
school resources for children at each level will
not suffice . . . .Those children who begin their
schools with the greatest disadvantage must have
disproprtionately greater schooling resources
^3in order to equalize opportunity at age sixteen.
Guthrie and his co-authors drew an interesting
analogy
:
If a physician ordered all his patients to have
the same operation, take the same medicine, and
pay the same amount, regardless of their ailment,
we would think his performance outrageous and
probably illegal. If an attorney filed the same
plea for each of his clients he would very shortly
find himself devoid of business. . . However,
little thought is given to the fact that each
child, as he enters into and progresses through
school, is given treatment substantially similar
to that given every other child, despite the wide
variations in background, ability, interests and
68
ambitions.
. . . The operation of schools
appears to be geared primarily to administrative
efficiency rather than educational proficiency . 124
Numerous other educational researchers have agreed
wi-tih the premise that additional funds for the poor are
needed to compensate for social and environmental handicaps.
Summers and Wolfe have stressed that "equal inputs do not
produce equal outputs.
. . more resources are required to
educate blind children than to educate sighted children.
Similarly, equal inputs for those with socio-economic
disadvantages and those without would not represent equal
125
educational opportunity."
Summers and Wolfe observed that we need to be able
to define what constitutes "equity, " and we need to know
what is required to produce "equity,"- They suggested two
12 6
measurements for consideration. One might be a minimal
goal such as all students increasing their grade equivalent
test scores by an amount equal to the number of years of
schooling. A second potential measurement might be
promoting all students, who start below grade level, to
grade level after a specified number of years of schooling.
While equalizing school resources would be an improve-
ment over the disparities that currently exist in too many
systems, discounting a weighted system for compensating
disadvantaged children would simply perpetuate the illusion
that equality' exists. That would be like saying a law
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equally forbids the rich and the poor from sleeping under
bridges. While some members of the public may cry "reverse
discrimination" if the poor are allocated more education
funds to catch up, a compelling case has been made by John
Sil^rd and Sharon White. They wrote:
Even where students live long distances from
schools, they are generally provided the
necessary public transportation. No one suggests
that the extra public expenditure is a discrimina-
tion against the school child who requires little
or no bus service at all. Similarly, when schools
undertake additional expenditures to meet special
learning impediments—blindness, reading or speech
difficulties, unfamiliarity with English—no one
suggests that expenditures to purchase Braille
books, provide remedial reading assistance, or
teach English to immigrant children are discrimina-
tions against school children who do not require
such extra assistance . 127
While the research indicates there has not been a
precise agreement regarding the definition of "equal
educational opportunity," the Office for Civil Rights has
offered what may be the most concrete examples that are
available. In citing the denial of equal educational
opportunity in services and facilities to minority students
in New York City, OCR cited the following specific examples:
1) comparative overcrowding of classes and facilties;
2) assignment of fewer or less qualified teachers and other
professional staff; 3) provision of less adequate curricula;
4) provision of less adequate student services (guidance
and counseling, job placement, vocational training, medical
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services, remedial work); 5) maintenance of higher pupil-
teacher ratios in lower per pupil expenditures; 6) provision
of facilities (classrooms, libraries, cafeterias, athletic,
and extra curricular facilties)
, instructional equipment
and supplies, and textbooks in a comparatively insufficient
quantity; 7) provision of buildings, facilities, instructional
equipment and supplies and textbooks which, comparatively,
are poorly maintained, outdated, temporary or otherwise
inadequate
.
These factors, reported OCR, represent a denial of
equal educational resources to minority students and
violated Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which
prohibits actions which deny individuals services, provide
services in a different manner, or otherwise defeat the
purpose of the program with respect to particular individuals
12 8
on the basis of race, color, or national origin.
Conclusion
Many members of the general public assume that
expenditures for public services at the municipal level are
equally distributed among citizens. This would include
police, fire, garbage disposal, and forms of public service.
It is, therefore, easy tcnassume that our public schools
also fall into this category.
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Most studies relating to the distribution of
educational resources demonstrate that such resources often
are not equally distributed. Under the principles of
equality and equity, the extent to which low-income and
minority students share educational services will determine
whether we have achieved equal educational opportunity.
While it has been no secret that disparities in funding
education have existed between school districts, some studies
show disparities in educational funding within districts.
In some school districts schools with a large minority
student population sometimes will have fewer educational
resources. The data which has been collected demonstrate
that middle-class white neighborhoods often receive a dis-
proportionately higher level of school funds.
Teachers in middle and upper-income schools tend to
be more experienced, have higher salaries, and higher
educational degrees. The facilities in these schools also
seem to be superior. Some research shows that inexperienced
teachers are as adequate as the more experienced teachers
and that higher degrees for teachers do not make much
difference in terms of student performance on tests.
However, there are data which show a positive connection
between these factors. Certainly many inexperienced teachers
are ineffective. Those who contend experience makes little
difference often fail to apply that same logic to other
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occupations. When one needs a lawyer or a dentist, one
usually attempts to find the most experienced professional
to ensure high quality of service. However, even if one
were to accept the argument that generally teacher
experience and educational credentials make little
difference, it remains unfair for the poor and minorities
to be forced to absorb an unequal distribution of
educational inputs. The principles of equality and
equity demand nothing less.
While the research in a number of areas is sometimes
contradictory if a large number of educational inputs have
a negative correlation to the racial composition of the
students, it should be a reasonable conclusion that the
cumulative effect leads to inequality and a denial of
equal educational opportunities.
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CHAPTER III
THE COURTS, SCHOOL FINANCING, AND EQUAL
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY
Today, education is perhaps the most important
function of state and local governments.
. . . It is required in the performance of our
most basic public responsibilities. ... It
is the foundation of good citizenship. Today it
is a principal instrument in awakening the child
to cultural values, in preparing him for later
professional training, and in helping him to
adjust normally to his environment. . . . Such
an opportunity is a right which must be made
avilable to all on equal terms Brown v. Board of
Education of Topeka, Kansas .
This chapter examines the role of federal and state
courts on the issue of equal educational opportunity and
school financing. It discusses how the courts have ruled
in challenges to educational funding between school districts
and from school to school within districts. Among the key
factors which are examined is whether or not education is
a fundamental right, and is, therefore, subject to
constitutional guarantees of equality. The chapter also
analyzes those factors which produce greater scrutiny by
the courts, definitions of equal educational opportunity,
correlations between educational inputs and student per-
formance, compensatory education, and how decisions
have
82
83
been implemented. Both inter and intra-district decisions
are studied.
Criticism of the financing of public education
reached its peak in the 1960's. Arthur Wise and Harold
Horowitz raised the issue of whether the Fourteenth
Amendment provision on Equal Protection applied to the
inequalities in school financing. Drawing on previous
decisions by the U.S. Supreme Court involving issues of
school desegregation, equal voting rights, and the rights
of poor criminal defendants Wise, Horowitz, and others
laid the groundwork for legal tests which were to follow.
The first test was rejected in 1:96.8 by, a Federal
• . . 2Court in an Illinois case. Mclnnis V. Shapiro involved
an Illinois challenge to wide variations in expenditures
per pupil from district to district. A federal court
decided the allocation of public revenues is a basic policy
decision more appropriately handled by a legislature than
a court. The court also characterized an equal dollars
standard as a rigid one. That theory became the key argu-
3
ment in numerous court challenges in the 1970's.
The first successful court test came in 1971 when
4
the California Supreme Court, in Serrano v. Priest , said
that the school financing arrangement violated the Fourteenth
Amendment to the federal Constitution as well as the Equal
Protection Clause of the California Constitution.
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The court agreed with the "fiscal neutrality"
approach. It said the "California public school financing
system.
. . conditions the full entitlement to (education)
on wealth, classifies its recipients on the basis of their
collective affluence and makes the quality of a child's
education dependent upon the resources of his school
district and ultimately upon the pocketbook of his parents.
We find that such financing system as presently constituted
is not necessary to the attainment of any compelling state
5interest." Because of the California success, lawsuits
based largely on Serrano were started during the next two
years. By 1973 nine decisions were handed down, and
6generally they agreed with the California ruling.
However, equal funding suffered a defeat before
the U.S. Supreme Court in 1973. In a Texas case, San
7
Antonio Independent School District v. Rodriquez , the
school district justified disparities in funding on the
grounds of programmatic diversity and local autonomy.
The justices, by a five-four margin, ruled that the
Fourteenth Amendment was not violated when the majority
asserted the issue involved poor school districts and not
poor children.
8 The Court held that education is not a
fundamental right under the Fourteenth Amendment ruling
that the finance arrangement did not discriminate against
a definable class of individuals.
9
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The Rodriguez case largely brought the school finance
issue to a close in the federal courts. Until there is a
significant change in the composition of the Court's member-
shiPf it is doubtful that the Court will reconsider the
issue
.
The state courts have remained the major avenue
for attempts to correct inequities in school financing.
Unlike the federal Constitution, some state Constitutions
make some specific reference to a child's right to a free
public education. Like the federal Constitution, many
states have their own equal protection clauses.
Following the movement's setback by the U.S. Supreme
Court, reformers had their hopes buoyed when the New
Jersey Supreme Court in Robinson v. Cahill^ struck down
the state's school finance system. (The state's property
tax system created inequitably financed school districts.)
The court emphasized that the state Constitution
required a "thorough and efficient system of free public
schools."'*''*' Essentially, the decision rested on the con-
clusion that New Jersey^s method of financing its schools
relied too heavily on local district funds, and this
produced significant differences in per pupil expenditures.
The New Jersey court noted, "The Constitutional guarantees
must be understood to embrace that educational opportunity
which is needed in the contemporary setting to equip a
86
child for his role as a citizen and as a competitor in the
12labor movement." The court ruled, because New Jersey's
system of financing its schools relied largely on local
funds, resulting in large disparities in per pupil
expenditures, the educational system did not meet the
requirements of the state's Constitution.
Several inter-district decisions followed in Idaho, 13
Oregon, 14 Washington state, 15 Connecticut, 16 and New
17York. The Washington State Supreme Court said it was
the "paramount duty" of the state to make "ample provision"
1
8
for the education of all children. The Connecticut
19Supreme Court ruled in 1977. In Horton V. Meskill
,
it
- stated unequivocally: "We must conclude that in Connecticut
the right to education is so basic and fundamental that any
infringement of that right must be strictly scrutinized....
Elementary and secondary education is a fundamental right,
that pupils in the public schools are entitled to the
equal enjoyment of that right, and that the state system
of financing. . . education. . . cannot pass the test of
20
'strict judicial scrutiny' as to its constitutionality."
In 1981, the Appellate Division of the New York State
Supreme Court and a Circuit Court in Maryland, following
the lead in New Jersey and Connecticut, made similar
rulings. 21 The New York Court held that the state's
system of relying heavily on local property taxes to
finance public education was "constitutionally defective
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because it discriminated against children in poor school
districts. The four- judge panel found that the financing
arrangement "presently impinges upon the important right of
education guaranteed to all children of this State.
Intra-District Decisions
All the above decisions involved inter-district
comparisons. Significant disparities of funding from one
school district to another within the same state were
indicated. Few decisions have involved intra-district
questions. A key element of these latter decisions involves
the racial or ethnic character of students in the district.
In a New Mexico case, Natonabah v. Board of Education
23
of Gallup-McKinley County School District
,
a federal
court concluded: "Indian children truly have not been
24given an even chance." The court ruled that federal
education funds had been improperly used by the local school
district which resulted in discrimination against Indian
children. Per pupil expenditures for operational funds
showed an "overall disparity in excess of five percent in
favor of the non-Indian students." A key principle
articulated by the New Mexico court, which had many years
2 6
earlier been used in Brown v. Board of Education , stated.
"An educational opportunity, once the state has undertaken
to provide it, is a right which must be made available to
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all on equal terms." Natonabah was based on the Civil
Rights Act of 1964.
A Louisiana case. Hill v, Lafourche Parish Board
,
28
found discrimination against black students in choice of
schools, transportation and school services. A federal
court said blacks were placed in overcrowded schools, "as
determined by pupil-teacher ratios and pupil-classroom
29
ratios." An Alabama school case, Lee v. Macon County
Board of Education
,
^ found widespread discrimination
against black students in terms of the maintenance of
segregated education. Similar decisions against school
segregation have been made around the country.
31
Hobson v. Hansen
,
the most widely known intra-
district decision, was made by a federal district court in
Washington, D.C. The first decision in this case was made
in 1967 and was essentially upheld by the District of Colum-
bia Circuit Court of Appeals in 1969. A second Hobson
decision to enforce the earlier findings of discrimination
was made in 1970. The decisions involved only a single
school district.
Judge J. Skelly Wright concluded in the first Hobson
case: "If whites and Negroes, or rich and poor, are to be
consigned to separate schools. . . the minimum the Con-
stitution will require and guarantee is that for their
objectively measurable aspects these schools be run on the
89
basis of real equality.
. . the minimum required was that
there be an equality of inputs in terms of objective
32
resources." It had been shown that there were gross
disparities in the D.C. schools between the educational
resources provided those schools with largely white and
wealthy students and those resources made available to
black and poor students. The Hobson court acknowledged the
special needs of black children who were in segregated
schools. The court said the Constitution required com-
pensatory education to overcome the effects of racism.
Where children "are denied the benefits of an integrated
education, the court will require that the plan include
compensatory education sufficient at least to overcome the
33determinant of segregation."
In the second Hobson ruling, Judge Wright ordered
equalization of per pupil expenditures for all teachers'
salaries and benefits from the regular D.C. budget. He
also tuled that the salaries in any single elementary
school shall not deviate by more than five percent from
_
,
34
the mean in all elementary schools.
Burden of Proof
How can culpability be demonstrated, and whose burden
is it? Must discrimination always be proved by the
plaintiffs? With the possible exception of Rodriguez ,
the U.S. Supreme Court has never been asked to decide a
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question of intra-district inequalities apart from the
issue of de jure segregation.
The burden of proving that a school district or a
state is not discriminating in the distribution of
educational resources largely rests on the question of
whether a significant number of the students are minorities.
The burden of proof shifts to school officials if race
discrimination is shown to have existed. While the court
decision in Hobson mentioned black and poor children, a
disparate impact on economically poor children does not
have as much force in the courts as do race and ethnic
factors
.
In the Hobson case, Judge Wright noted that the
"court's duty to scrutinize alleged discrimination against
racial minorities is especially high if the right of
minorities affected is the right to equal educational
opportunities ." 35 The court also said: "In cases not in-
volving Negroes or the poor, courts will hesitate to
enforce the separate-but-equal rule rigorously. . . the
law is too deeply committed to the real, not merely
theoretical, equality of the Negro's educational experiences
to compromise its diligence. . . when cases raise the
„36
rights of the Negro poor.
The disparity in educational resources between black
and white schools was prima facie evidence of racial
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discrimination said the Hobson court . 37 The burden of
proof thus shifted to the school officials who were the
defendants in the court suit. The officials contended
that the disparity of resources was the result of economies
of scale. They argued that large schools, in this case
the white schools, had relatively low expenditures per
pupil, and small schools , which were the black schools, had
higher expenditures. Other evidence rebutted this con-
tention and indicated that there were too many variables
to come to this conclusion. Because the officials, how-
ever, were unsuccessful in negating the prima facie
evidence, their defense did not withstand judicial scrutiny.
The main defense of the school officials involved the
contention that even if a pattern of unequal expenditures
did exist, and even if the differential expenditures per
pupil were within their control, the result is of no
consequence as it relates to equal educational opportunity.
Julius Hobson, father of the plaintiff, did not ask
the court to desegregate the Washington, D.C. schools. He
asked for equal funding. Judge Wright, in his order, ruled
that a voluntary plan for desegregation should be establish-
ed, but he did order equal funding of the district's schools.
The District of Columbia Circuit Court, in upholding
the trial court's decision in Hobson , made it clear that
the Constitution requires that black and white schools must
be operated equally unless inequalities are adequately
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justified.
The U.S. Supreme Court in a 1969 case. Hunter v.
3 8Erickson
, ruled: "Because the core of the Fourteenth
Amendment is the prevention of meaningful and unjustified
official distinctions based on race. . . racial classifica-
tions are 'constitutionally suspect'.
. .and subject to
the 'most rigid scrutiny'.
. . they bear a far heavier
burden of justification than other classifications.""^
The 1981 decision by the New York State Court in
40Levittown v. Nyquist mentioned the standard of review
issue: "Quite significantly, the party defending the
classification has the burden of demonstrating both the
importance of the governmental purpose to be served and
the substantial relationship between chosen means and
41
articulated end." The court also said: "Strict scrutiny
is the test when the challenge involves suspect classifica-
42
tions such as race, national origin, and alienage..."
When cases combine educational issues with racial factors,
the courts are particularly careful to insure that
judicial oversight is thorough. The court's duty to
scrutinize alleged discrimination against a racial minority
is especially high when the right of the minority affected
^ -a.
43
is the right to equal educational opportunity
.
Not only have some courts interpreted the Fourteenth
Amendment's Equal Protection Clause to provide extra
scrutiny for minorities, but courts have also interpreted
the federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
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to provide for similar protection. "Local school officials
had the burden to justify disparate allocation of resources
as between Indian and non-Indian students," said a federal
44
court in Natonabah .
In recent years, however, the U.S. Supreme Court has
insisted on some demonstration of intent in school segrega-
. 45tion cases. In Keyes v. School District No. 1
,
the court
said to establish unlawful segregation in violation of the
Fourteenth Amendment "plaintiffs must prove not only that
segregated schools exist but also that it was produced or
46
maintained by intentional state action." De jure
segregation, said the high court, is sufficient to show
purpose or intent to segregate.
In a 1977 school desegregation case, Dayton Board of
47 ...
Education v. Brinkman (Dayton I) , the court in an interim
ruling held that federal judges may exercise power over
school officials only on the basis of constitutional
violations which result from school board actions which
are intended to, and do in fact, discriminate against
minorities
.
In 1979, the high court in Columbus Board of Education
v. Penick
48
observed that the Constitution prohibits in-
tentional segregation. The court said that a disparate
impact standing alone does not necessarily violate the
Constitution. 49 In a companion case, Dayton Board of
94
Education v. Brinkman
,
50 (known as Dayton II) the court
said: "We have never held that as a general proposition
the foreseeability of segregative consequences makes out
a prima facie case of purposeful racial discrimination..." 51
The Dayton and Columbus decisions taken together hold
that a federal court may impose a school-districtwide
remedy if the plaintiffs demonstrate that purposeful
school-districtwide segregation occurred in the past, that
the school-districtwide effects of that segregation are
still being felt today, and that the remedy imposed will
equitably remove those effects.
The Dayton and Columbus decisions provide some
guidance to those who wish to meet the burden of proof
requirements. 1) Proof of official segregative actions
which affect a substantial section of the district create
a rebuttable presumption of districtwide official and
purposeful segregation. Under such circumstances, school
officials must prove that they are not discriminating.
2) If! there is proof of purposeful discrimination in the
past, and de facto segregation in the present can be shown,
it provides a rebuttable presumption that the present de
facto segregation was caused largely by past de jure
segregation. 3) If a purposeful violation existed when
the U.S. Supreme Court made its Brown decision in 1954,
a school system which participated in such a violation has
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affirmative obligation to dismantle the effects of
discrimination. This suggests that a school system,
which does not dismantle the effects of discrimination
or which takes other action which increases de facto
segregation, has committed a new violation. 4) There
is strong evidence of a segregative purpose if it can be
shown that school officials should have foreseen the
segregative result of their official actions. 5) If it
can be shown that a violation took place whose effect
continues today, courts may order officials to include
every single school to participate in the remedy. Taken
together, the Dayton and Columbus rulings suggest the
above possible grounds for interpretation if it can be
shown there is evidence of racial discrimination.
How would differences in the funding of schools
within a district stand up to court scrutiny in Connecticut?
Federal court challenges to differences in the funding of
schools would likely fail as a result of the Rodriquez
decision. If racial discrimination is connected to the
disribution of educational resources, however, federal
courts would have to require education officials to
justify those differences. Failure to provide adequate
justification would likely result in a finding of a
denial of equal protection under the Fourteenth Amendment.
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The Connecticut state courts, as a result of the
Horton decision, have considerably more strength to
order equal funding. The Horton case did not involve
the question of racial discrimination. The state's
highest court ruled: ". . . In Connecticut the right
to education is so basic and fundamental that any
infringement of that right must be strictly scrutinized."
While the strict scrutiny test was applied in the absence
of any claim of race discrimination, it is the writer's
view that the inclusion of evidence of race discrimina-
tion would add additional scrutiny. While education is
not a fundamental right according to the federal courts,
such a right does exist under the Connecticut Constitu-
tion. This right exists whether or not race or poverty
are factors. A case challenging unequal funding among
schools within a district could also rely on the state
statute which provides "equal opportunity" for "each
53
child."
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Defining Equal Educational Opportunity
As indicated in the previous chapter, there are
wide variations among educators and social scientists
as to how to precisely define equal educational opportun-
ity. The courts have had similar difficulties, and to
some extent, have discarded measurements presented by
researchers
.
Judge Wright in the Hobson case said after one
and a half years of listening to arguments presented by
researchers, he was so confused by their jargon he
decided to make his own decision on the basis of
"straightforward moral and constitutional arithmetic ." 54
Most of the state court decisions deal with equal-
izing educational inputs between districts. An order
for equalization of funding within a single district was
declared in U.S. v. Jefferson County Board of Educa-
55tion
.
Some courts have dealt with attempting to
equalize student achievement, while ethers have attempted
to establish minimum levels of education.
Equal educational opportunity, at the lower court
98
level in Serrano
, focused on educational inputs. it called
on the state not to "permit.
. . significant disparities
in expenditures between school districts.
. .
1,56
The
court defined "significant disparities" to mean "amounts
considerably less than $100 per pupil." 57 The California
Supreme Court essentially agreed that equal educational
opportunity was met if input disparities were corrected.
It concluded that where there are wide disparities in
expenditure levels among school districts, there will be
wide disparities in the quality of programs and oppor-
tunities.^^ "Substantial disparities in expenditures per
pupil among school districts," said the court in Serrano II
,
"cause and perpetuate substantial disparities in the
quality and extent of availability of educational oppor-
tunities .
A minimum level of educational inputs satisfied the
principle of equal educational opportunity according to
the five-four majority decision of the U.S. Supreme Court
in Rodriquez .60 It was permissible under the federal
Constitution to provide "each child with an opportunity to
acquire the basic minimal skills necessary for the enjoyment
of the rights of speech and of full participation in the
political process." 61 If each student received an education
with minimum standards established by a state, there is no
violation of basic rights, ruled the majority.
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A number of state court decisions agreed with the
thrust of Rodriguez
. New Jersey's Robinson decision, in
calling for a "thorough and efficient" education,^ 2 placed
a similar emphasis on equalizing educational inputs.
However, the New Jersey Supreme Court indicated it would
be permissible for a state to establish a minimum level
of inputs for all students. Like New Jersey, the State of
Washington's decision also had a vague standard. The
latter court said the state was obliged only to support a
"basic education" without relying on excessive local
taxes. 63 A minimum input requirement was also the position
of the Oregon Supreme Court which said that additional local
funds could be applied to education if the local community
desired.64 Thus, disparities in school funding were found
to be permissible, as long as a minimum level was
established
.
In Connecticut's Horton case, the court discussed
equality of opportunity. Judge Jay Rubinow declared:
The court is not unmindful of the testimony that
there is no conclusive evidence that there is a
correlation between education input (expenditures
per pupil) and education output ("better educated"
pupils) . On the other hand, the evidence in this
case is highly persuasive that, all other variables
being constant, there is a high correlation between
the education input and education opportunity (the
range and quality of educational services offered
to pupils). In other words, disparities in
expenditure per pupil tend^_ to result in disparities
in education opportunity .6
5
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Educational Inputs and Student Performance
Some courts have concluded that student performance
is positively correlated to the input of educational re-
sources. The plaintiff in the Connecticut case, Horton
,
referred to a 1969 state law which directs that "each child
shall have. . . equal opportunity to receive a suitable
program of educational experiences. . . " 66 While a
"suitable education" was not clearly defined, the Connecticut
Supreme Court ruled that "because many of the elements of
a quality education require higher per pupil operating
expenditures, there is a direct relationship between per
pupil school expenditures and the breadth and quality of
educational programs . "6
^
6 8
The New York State decision in Levittown described
how 45 percent of secondary school students in Rochester
were "educationally disadvantaged" because they were at
least two years or more below grade level in reading. 6 9
The court said that "educational experts testified that
underachievement or failure could be ameliorated or overcome
entirely by the implementation of various remedial
7 0programs .
"
The earlier Serrano decision^ also found a linkage
between performance of students and educational inputs:
"Quality cannot be defined wholly in terms of performance
on state-wide achievement tests because such tests do
not
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measure all the benefits and determinants that a child may
receive from his educational experiences. However, even
using pupil output as a measure of the quality of
districts' educational program, differences in dollars do
produce differences in pupil achievement." 72 The Cal-
trial court, however, said it was not necessary
to show a relationship between inputs and student per-
formance; it is the "quality" of the educational program
that counts.
The Tenth U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals refused to
accept a cause and effect relationship between teacher
experience and quality of education. In Keyes v. School
73District No. 1
,
however, the appeals court agreed that
the "quality of teachers" affects the quality of schooling.
Hobson
,
the intra-district decision, also found
significant links between inputs and outputs. Judge
Skelley Wright noted that there was a positive correlation
between those schools which had more educational resources
and those schools which produced an average reading
74
achievement test score that was significantly higher:
These results tend to corroborate the pre-
sumption created by the pattern of expenditure
that the city provides a better educational
opportunity to its richer, white students. . .
these achievement test results suggest that not
only are the children in . . . (black) schools
being denied an educational opportunity equal
to those. . . (white schools) ,. . . but also they
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in fact are not being as well educated. Thus
these tests reflect the result of the discrimina-
tion against the.
.
.
(black children)
. . . in
per pupil expenditures.
Some courts have found no solid evidence that there
is a correlation between educational resources and per-
formance. The U. S. Supreme Court in Rodriguez^ disagreed
with the lower court's acceptance of a correlation between
school funding and the quality of education. The Supreme
Court observed there were many differences on this question
. 77
among educational experts.
Measurements of Equal Educational Opportunity
Most affirmative court decisions on the school-finance
issue have defined equal educational opportunity as the
equalization of per pupil expenditures. A review of the
latest court decisions indicates that there is considerable
variation as howto precisely define the term. At first
glance, observers may believe it is easy to determine per
pupil expenditures. But, upon closer examination, there
are many variables.
Generally, the inter-district decisions have used a
total per pupil expenditure and compared this with other
districts. The intra-district Hobson I decision focused on
the distribution of staff resources. The court did mention
such factors as "the age and condition of school buildings.
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school congestion, quality of textbooks, curricula and
special programs .* 78 While describing the inequity of the
distribution of these physical resources, Judge Wright
placed primary value on teacher experience, education,
and salaries as the key measure of equal educational
opportunity.
Washington, D.C. school officials argued there was
little significance in the fact that teachers with the
least experience were in black schools and those with the
greatest experience were in white schools. They contended
the young teacher, fresh from college, may predictably turn
in the superior teaching performance. Judge Wright dis-
agreed: "All this may be true, but it remains beyond denial
that, other factors equal, experience is a real asset for a
teacher, as it is for any professional. The Washington
school system' s pay scale, in proportioning salary to the
number of years of teaching experience, is a testimonial
to this fact. Moreover, it cannot be questioned that the
initial few years of teaching make an enormous contribution
to a teacher's competence.'" 79
An educational expert for the school system, Dave
O'Neill, claimed that only teacher experience of six years
and less has educational consequence. 80 Judge Wright noted
that O'Neill admitted this was based on an "intuitive hunch,"
but said even if O'Neill's theory were true, the
percentage
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of teachers with six years or more experience was much higher
at the white schools. 81
In the Hobson II decision. Judge Wright ruled: "The
law requires either that experienced teachers be distributed
uniformly among the schools in the system or that some
offsetting benefit be given to those schools which are
denied their fair complement of experienced teachers.
"
8 ^
The average teacher cost in the white schools was 9.7 per
cent greater than in the black schools during 1971.^3 The
court's final order declared that "per pupil expenditures
for teachers' salaries and benefits in any elementary school
not deviate, except for adequate justification, by more than
5 percent from mean per pupil expenditures for teachers'
salaries and benefits at all elementary schools in (the)
district."®^ The order involved measuring teachers' salaries
and benefits from the regular D.C. budget and excluded
Title I ESEA funds and other special funds. The court
defined "adequate justification" to include "provision of
compensatory education for educationally deprived pupils. . .
or provision of special education services for the mentally
retarded or physically handicapped. . . or for 'exceptional
students .
"
Judge Wright also placed an emphasis on graduate
degrees of teachers. The court found that 21.6 percent of
the teachers in white schools had master's degrees while
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only 11.8 percent of teachers in black schools had master's
degrees. 8 & However, the court order did not directly
mention the re-distribution of teachers based on advanced
degrees. Judge Wright implied this would probably be the
result since teachers' salaries were connected to advanced
degrees
.
Like Washington, D.C.
,
other school systems have
attempted, unsuccessfully, to persuade the courts that the
distribution of teachers' salaries and experience is beyond
their control. In the Natonabah^ case, a New Mexico school
district admitted teachers' salaries were generally higher
in non-minority schools. This was attributed to the desire
of the more experienced teachers to live in the non-minority
8 8
areas. "The disparity in instructional expenditures does
exist," the court held, and the district must "take approp-
riate steps to fairly allocate instructional expenditures
between non-Indian schools and Indian schools." 89
Connecticut's 1977 Horton 9 ^ decision also emphasized
teachers' salaries: "An important factor in determining
what school system a teacher chooses to teach in is the
school's salary scale. "91 It noted the towns with fewer
tax resources tended to have a "higher percentage of in-
experienced teachers , especially teachers with only one
year of experience." 92 It also gave weight to teacher
experience and training.
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Measurements for evaluating "quality education,"
said the Connecticut Supreme Court, included: "(a) size
of classes; (b) training, experience, and background of
teaching staff; (c) materials, books and supplies;
(d) school philosophy and objectives; (e) type of local
control; (f) test scores as measured against ability;
(g) degree of motivation and application of the students;
(h) course offerings and extracurricular activities . "^3
The 1981 New York State Appellate Court decision in
94Levittown held that the tax system to finance education
limited the ability of "low-wealth" districts to purchase
"transportation, supplies, library and textbook pur-
chases." 95 Like the Connecticut and Washington, D.C.
decisions, the New York court emphasized the value of
teacher experience and qualifications: "Not only are the
teachers employed by the wealthier school districts more
numerous on a per classroom basis, but they generally
96
possess superior experience and training."
The emphasis on teacher experience, salaries, and
training does vary from state to state. The intra-district
decision in Washington, D.C., and the two inter-district
decisions from Connecticut and New York, place heavy
emphasis on these factors in measuring equal educational
opportunity
.
It is misleading to simply calculate the per pupil
expenditure for a school district because this measurement
107
to recognize that there are too many unaccounted for
variables. For example, one school district could use its
school funds to pay for a disproportionately larger number
of administrators or for a program which benefits only a
small number of children. It might be able to demonstrate
higher per pupil spending in one district compared with
another. But what if the other district actually had more
teachers per pupil and more experienced and highly-qualified
teachers? Based on the measurements in Hobson
,
Horton
,
and
Levittown
,
the third school district would actually have a
higher degree of equal educational opportunity. Thus, the
above three decisions focus on individual student needs.
Compensatory Education and Equal
Educational Opportunity
Many proponents of equalizing school financing contend
that compensatory funds need to be added to help low-
achieving students to catch up. The thrust of this con-
tention is that expenditures need to be related to the
educational needs of students. In view of the U.S. Supreme
9 7
Court decision in Rodriguez , stating that education is
not a fundamental right under the U.S. Constitution, there
has been some confusion in the federal courts regarding the
status of compensatory education. That confusion does not
generally extend to retarded , handicapped, or mentally
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disturbed students because a specific federal law, the
Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975,98 took
effect in 1977. It requires that all handicapped children
the right to a free appropriate public education
which emphasizes special education and related services
designed to meet their unique needs. . . " 99 Connecticut and
other states have similar laws. Some of these laws go
beyond special education. Connecticut's law, for example,
says that "each child shall have equal opportunity to
receive a suitable program of educational experiences. . ."100
The area of some confusion concerns those children
who do not fall under the federal or state legal definition
of "handicapped 1." What about students who speak little
English or who are poor or suffer from racism? Two cases,
Serna v. PortaleslOl and Lau v. Nichols^ 0 2 involved issues
about the quality of the education that was available to
minority children. Spanish-speaking children were the
plaintiffs in Serna . Their parents asserted that the school
district discriminated against children who spoke only
Spanish by failing to give them "learning opportunities
which satisfied both their educational and social needs."
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A federal court ruled it was a denial of equal protection
of the law under the Fourteenth Amendment to design a
curriculum "which is not tailored to the educational needs
of minority students." 104
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In Lau, the parents of Chinese-speaking students,
who spoke no English, made a similar claim. This case
eventually reached the U.S. Supreme Court which ruled
unanimously in favor of the parents. The high court said
school officials had denied the children a "meaningful
opportunity" to participate in the education offered by
the district because they did not understand English. It
was not enough to provide education identical to that
available to other students. The Court avoided the
constitutional question, instead relying on Section 601 of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
A Denver school desegregation case, Keyes v. School
District No. 1^ ^ involved Hispanic students and their right
to a quality education. A lower federal court had ruled
that the low achievement of these students was the product
of an educational plan which was designed for the needs of
middle-class white children. The court ruled the children
had a constitutional "right to equal educational opportunity"
under the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment, and that this could be distinguished from the
constitutional right to a non-segregated education. But
when the case was appealed, the 10th Circuit Court of Appeals
overruled a key part of the district court's decision. The
circuit court declared that although the Hispanic children
had the right to an equal educational opportunity to learn
110
the English language, the Constitution did not compel
school officials to structure a program which was adapted
to their cultural and economic requirements ."^ 7 The circuit
court appeared to agree that the low student achievement
and high dropout rates were caused by a curriculum "allegedly
not tailored to (the children's) educational and social
10 8
needs." It refused to order relief because of the lack
of a constitutional violation. Whether the Colorado State
Constitution could be interpreted differently in the
Colorado state court system has to date not been tested.
In another case involving non-English speaking
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students, Serna v. Portales Municipal Schools
,
a federal
judge concluded that school children of Mexican descent were
denied the due process and equal protection guarantees of
the Fourteenth Amendment because bilingual efforts in the
school system were insufficient.
School officials often contend they do not have
sufficient funds to educate students with special needs.
This issue was addressed in Mills v. Board of Education
in which the Washington, D.C., school board conceded it had
an obligation to provide handicapped students with an
education designed for their needs and had failed in this
task. The board contended, however, that education laws
required them to serve mainstream students, and if they
diverted funds to the handicapped, it would amount to
Ill
inequalities for these students. Using the U.S. Constitu-
tion, a federal district court declared: "if sufficient
funds are not available to finance all of the services and
programs that are needed and desirable in the system then
the available funds must be expended equitably in such a
manner that no child is entirely excluded from a publicly
supported education consistent with his needs and ability
to benefit therefrom." The court said inadequacies in
funding cannot be permitted "to bear more heavily on the
'exceptional' or handicapped child than on the normal
child. ul 12
Some courts have contended that the need for
compensatory education requires a legislative solution, not
a judicial one. That was the case in Mclnnis v. Shapiro1 i3
although a federal court agreed that "deprived pupils need
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more aid than fortunate ones." The compensatory educa-
tion decisions have largely focused on special language
and physically handicapped children. Racial factors and
an order for compensatory education were raised in the
Hill v. Lafourche Parish Board case. 115 A federal court,
after finding racial discrimination, ruled school officials
"shall provide remedial educational programs which permit
students attending or who have previously attended segre-
gated schools to overcome past inadequacies in their
education
.
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A number of courts have indirectly referred to the
need for compensatory education based on race by describing
the inequities in funding for urban area schools. The most
recent New York state decision in Levittown declared
that "city children seem to receive precious little (quality
118
education) . " It noted that "educational experts testi-
fied that underachievement or failure could be ameliorated
119to overcome entirely by . . . remedial programs." A
number of large cities were intervenors in the New York
case. The appellate court decision noted the inter-
venotf.s said the effort to compensate for impaired learning
readiness in the cities "faces formidable obstacles. . .
all of which require many additional and trained personnel
120
. . .
[which] the cities cannot afford."
„ •
•
. IT ^ 121The Connecticut Supreme Court decision in Horton ,
while an inter-district matter, implied that compensatory
education could be ordered on the basis of the state
constitution and state statutes. The Connecticut high court
ruled that the present financing system "ensures that,
regardless of the educational needs or wants of children,
more educational dollars will be allotted to children who
live in property-rich towns than to children who live in
ii 1 22property-poor towns .
"
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Educational Malpractice Suits
Some legal challenges on equal educational opportunity
have come from individuals who have sued school officials
for "educational malpractice." These suits argued that
present or former students have received such an inferior
education that they are seriously handicapped. The first
and best known of these cases, Peter Doe v. San Francisco
123Unified School District
,
concerned a youth who had
completed 12 years of education in San Francisco. He
received a high school diploma but could not read above the
fifth-grade level. Doe claimed his illiteracy was the
fault of school officials who did not exercise reasonable
care and professional competence to teach him. A California
court dismissed the case ruling that schools would be
considerably burdened if they were held liable to the
claims of disaffected students and parents.
A temporarily successful "malpractice" suit involved
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a New York City student, Daniel Hoffman. A jury had
awarded him money damages because it found he had been
misplaced for his entire educational period in classrooms
for the mentally retarded. School officials were found
to be negligent for not retesting him after his original
placement. When the verdict was appealed, however, the
New York State Court of Appeals in 1979 struck down the
114
decision by a 4-3 vote. 125 The appeals court claimed
the proper forum for the issue was not in the courts and
said such matters must be left to the professional
judgment of educators. The courts have essentially said
it is difficult to assess the degree to which a school
is directly to blame for a pupil's inability to read
or write.
Supervision by the Courts
It is not uncommon to discover that courts have often
been reluctant to carefully scrutinize the implementation
of their decisions. While declaring school-finance
schemes unconstitutional, the burden to rectify these
decisions has fallen on state legislatures. Too often,
legislatures have dragged their feet in bringing about the
required changes. Foot dragging is probably the result
of pressures not to raise taxes as well as general in-
sensitivity to the principle of equal educational oppor-
tunity. Another reason is the refusal of many suburban
legislators to appropriate sufficient education funds
across a state. The perception that most of the dis-
advantaged students are minorities undoubtedly contributes
to the lack of concern.
Most of the cases indicate that, at most, the courts
prefer to cajole legislatures rather than insist on speci-
fied actions. As a result, plaintiffs who have successfully
challenged former finance schemes find themselves going
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back to court to challenge new finance mechanisms
.
The original plaintiffs in Connecticut's Horton^^
C3.se illustrate this problem. They returned to court in
1981 charging that the legislative response does not come
close to meeting the court's mandate. The trial court in
Horton quoted from Rodriquez that the "ultimate solutions
must come from the lawmakers and from the democratic
127pressures of those who elect them." The Connecticut
Supreme Court had concurred with the trial court's decision
on the constitutional question but failed to exercise
supervision over its implementation.
Plaintiffs in New Jersey's Robinson case returned
six times to the courts. On the fifth try, the court said
that without sufficient funds, constitutional requirements
were not met. In a sixth ruling, when the state legislature
continued to provide inadequate funding, the court ordered
that schools must close until an adequate funding system
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was enacted.
A number of courts have ordered school officials,
as well as lawyers for the plaintiffs, to submit plans which
describe how the educational funding inequities will be
corrected. In the Natonabah case in New Mexico, the
court ordered a "comprehensive plan for correcting the
disparities," and it directed that the "investigatory and
educational expertise of the U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare" will help the parties to "frame a
116
satisfactory remedy ." 130 in the Hill 131 case, the federal
133
court ordered school officials to report each year the
teacher ratios
,
pupil—classroom ratios
,
and per pupil
expenditures both as to operating and capitol improvement
costs, and shall outline the steps to be taken and the time
within which they shall accomplish the equalization of such
132
schools .
"
Perhaps the most specific order, along with judicial
oversight, was provided by Judge Skelley Wright in Hobson .
He ordered school officials to provide the court and
plaintiffs each year "information sufficient to establish
compliance with this order for equalization of per-pupil
134
expenditures for all teachers' salaries and benefits."
It detailed precisely what information should be submitted.
A key part of the order directed that "per pupil expenditures
for all teachers' salaries and benefits from the regular. . .
budget. . . in any single elementary school shall not
deviate by more than five percent from the mean per pupil
expenditures for all teachers' salaries and benefits at
135
all elementary schools. . ."
Once a constitutional violation has been demonstrated,
numerous courts have agreed that they have exceptionally
broad equity powers to shape decrees to protect the rights
of children in schools. That principle was articulated in
13 6
Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education and in
117
Johnson v. San Francisco
.
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Summary
The U.S. Supreme Court has not clearly defined equal
educational opportunity, particularly in the area of school
financing. Given the present strict constructionist com-
plexion of the Court and indications that it is increasingly
deferring to Congress and state legislatures, it is unlikely
there will be a shift in the position of the justices in
the near future.
The "fiscal neutrality" argument has dominated state
court decisions which involve inter-district finance
arrangements. Essentially, this involves the principle that
education cannot be a function of wealth. Quality education
should not be dependent on where a child resides. It is
debatable whether present law permits the application of
this principle within districts. It is the writer's view
that the principles established in the inter-district
decisions should also apply to intra-district cases. Neither
race nor place should guide the provision of education to
children. Since children are educated in schools, not
districts, the only place to enforce equality of spending
is at the school level.
While some courts have been reluctant to modify
racially segregated school systems, many have insisted on
118
equal educational resources between schools. The court
orders have applied largely to equalizing teacher experience,
salaries, and qualifications as well as pupil-teacher
ratios, facilities, and curriculum. The courts have
recognized that educational researchers differ on the
correlation between inputs and student performance. The
courts themselves have divided on this question.
The definition of equal educational opportunity has
varied among the states and has often been a vague standard.
In the Serrano case in California, "significant disparities"
in funding were defined as amounts less than $100 per pupil.
Many courts, such as in Hobson and Levittown
,
have placed
an emphasis on per pupil instructional costs. As a result,
the court's focus has been on teacher salaries, experience,
and training.
The Connecticut Supreme Court gave similar weight
to these factors but also mentioned among others the size
of classes, curriculum, books and supplies. The decisions
in Connecticut, New York, and Washington, D.C., placed a
higher value on individual student needs compared with the
California decision where the fiscal needs of the school
districts were emphasized.
Some federal courts have interpreted the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 as well as the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 to require equality of educational funding on
119
a per pupil basis. While school authorities often complain
they lack sufficient funds to provide for compensatory
education, this argument has been rejected. They contend
available funds must be expended in an equitable manner
so that a child is not excluded from an education that meets
the child's needs.
The U.S. Supreme Court has interpreted the Fourteenth
Amendment as barring unjustified racial classifications.
When educational issues are combined with racial questions,
the burden on the defendants increases. While the U.S.
Supreme Court has ruled that education is not a basic right
under the federal Constitution, many state courts have
held otherwise under their state constitutions* The
Connecticut Supreme Court in Horton said the right to educa-
tion is so basic that any infringement must be "strictly
scrutinized." The language of the decision indicates that
unjustifiable differences between schools within a district
would also violate state constitutional guarantees of equal
protection. An intra-district test would also be strengthened
by a Connecticut law which declares that "each child shall
have. . . "equal opportunity to receive a suitable program
138
of educational experiences.
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CHAPTER IV
PROCEDURAL FINDINGS AND ACCESS
TO SCHOOL INFORMATION
Nothing could be more irrational than to
give the people power, and to withhold from
them information without which power is
abused. A people who mean to be their own
governors must arm themselves with power
which knowledge gives. A popular government
without popular knowledge or the means of
acquiring it is but a prologue to a face or
a tragedy, or perhaps both.
^James Madison 1
In this chapter and the following chapter, the
writer states his findings. Hopefully, this will assist
other researchers to anticipate various obstacles and
problems which may arise in their studies.
Of all the ills afflicting education, none seems
more resolvable, and at the same time more intractable,
than obtaining adequate information about the operation
of public schools. On the one hand, freedom of informa-
tion laws give parents and other members of the public
access to most school records. On the other hand,
chronic complaints from members of the public persist
that citizens cannot obtain information. Why is this
so? Why has progress not been made even with strong
127
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federal and state laws?
This chapter examines information about the public's
access to its schools. It represents a case study of
the obstacles involved in attempting to secure data
relating to intra-district financing in a single city.
One major purpose of the First Amendment principle
protecting freedom of the press is to ensure that the
public can obtain adequate information about its govern-
ment so that it can have sufficient control over that
government. In a democratic society, the public is
ultimately responsible for deciding what policies their
institutions will adopt and carry out. The decisions
citizens need to make must be informed ones.
If information is withheld or is not available,
the public is denied an opportunity to make intelligent
decisions. The press has often recognized the dangers
of that problem. An editorial in the Atlanta Constitution
declared: "If it is the government itself which is with-
holding the information, then the government has committed
an offense against its people and has lost some of its
legitimacy .
"
2
The U. S. Supreme Court has addressed the issue
which is at stake when citizens are denied public
information
:
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Under some circumstances, indirect 'discourage-
ments' undoubtedly have the same coercive effect
upon the exercise of First Amendment rights
as imprisonment, fines, injunctions, or taxes.
As the national government grew in size. Congress
discovered it increasingly needed more information from
federal agencies in order to make intelligent decisions
about passing or modifying legislation.
In 1966, the federal Freedom of Information Act
was passed. This measure made most federal documents
available to the public. When the Watergate scandals
broke out, Congress recognized that the term "national
security" had been arbitrarily used by some agencies
to conceal information which should have been in the
public domain. The FOIA was strengthened to reduce the
ability of government agencies to interfere with citizens
who wanted to be active participants in a democracy.
The Connecticut state legislature in 1975 passed a
state version of the FOIA which gave the public access
to most state and municipal documents. A legislative
statement said:
The legislature finds and declares that secrecy
in government is inherently inconsistent with a
true democracy, that the people have a right to
be fully informed of the action taken by public
agencies in order that they may retain control
over the instruments they have created; that the
people do not yield their sovereignty to the
agencies which serve them; that the people in
delegating authority do not give their public
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servants the right to decide what is good for
them to know
,
and that it is the intent of the
law that actions taken by public agencies be
taken openly, and their deliberations be con-
ducted openly, and that the record of all public
agencies be open to the public except in those
instances where a superior public interest
requires confidentiality . 4
The importance of freedom-of-information laws
cannot be underestimated. American society and government
have become increasingly complex and bureaucratized since
the days of Jefferson and Madison. Educational institutions
have not been spared. In fact, the educational bureaucracy
has grown to such a degree that in many communities,
including Hartford, only a handful of school officials
really know what is going on in numerous aspects of the
school system.
In large school systems, central administrators find
it easy to monopolize information. The bureaucracy
can insulate itself from public accountability to the
point where citizens are at the mercy of the administra-
tors. As school systems grow larger and more complex,
individual citizens feel even more helpless and anonymous.
Both central staff administrators and principals dislike
being second-guessed by members of the public or the news
media. This' 'problem" can be reduced if information is not
made available. Thus, while in theory the public controls
the public schools, the reality is often quite different.
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In large systems, school boards are especially
dependent on central administrators for information.
Since most school boards do not have staff assistance of
their own, they are wholly dependent on central administra-
tors for vital information. Many of the central admini-
strators themselves do not fully know where much of the
information is, and, as a result, are unable to develop
adequate programs for lack of information. The importance
of information for educational policy making cannot be
overstated.
Various groups have been forced to struggle for
access to information. The Massachusetts Advocacy Center,
a well-financed and strongly organized non-profit group,
ran into obstacle after obstacle in attempting to obtain
5information from various school systems. The organiza-
tion sought material related to staff training, community
outreach, and the evaluation of children. Obstacles
ranged from the claims of administrators that the "in-
formation maybe harmful and misinterpreted" to "you can
• ii 6
get it elsewhere" to "your request is too vague.
A Gallup Poll revealed that 63 percent of adults
could not name a single thing their school board had done
during the previous year. It is little wonder that
parents and others , after being stymied in attempting
to collect information from school officials, become
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discouraged and uninformed. Lacking information, parents
have few avenues to improve the schools.
This case study of Hartford, Connecticut's largest
public school system, ran into similar obstacles as those
experienced by the Massachusetts Advocacy Center. It
required enormous amounts of energy and persistence to
obtain copies of inventory records, computer print-outs,
and other school data available to the public, according
to state law. Thirteen schools, representing almost 40
percent of the total number, were visited. The visits
involved interviews with principals and other personnel.
While many of the required data were ultimately
collected, it took the filing of a formal complaint by the
writer to the Connecticut Freedom of Information Commission
(FOIC ) before school authorities were willing to release
inventories of textbooks.
In spring, 1981, a group of parents and some
teachers complained that school textbooks and other
suppliss were not being distributed equitably throughout
the Hartford school system. Some suggested that schools
with more white students received a proportionately
larger share of school suppliss. A member of the City
Council, Rudolph Arnold, who raised the question with
school officials, was assured there was equal distribution.
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Several school principals said they had forwarded
copies of the textbook inventories to the two assistant
superintendents, John Shea and Eugene Green. Shea is
assistant superintendent for secondary schools and Green
is assistant superintendent for elementary schools.
A written request by the writer was submitted to
Shea and Green. The latter said the inventories were
available for inspection and agreed to a meeting date.
Efforts to reach Shea by phone failed, and he did not
return the calls.
On the day of the meeting to inspect the inventories,
Green.and Robert Parker, director of curriculum, announced
there was a "problem" : The inventories had been
"destroyed." They explained that about a week earlier,
around the time the written request for inspection
arrived, the inventory records were tossed out because
they felt there was no longer any need for them.
In the ensuing discussion, Green indicated the
school system for the past year had been distributing
textbooks on a needs basis. Schools with a high pupil
turnover required more than the average allocation of books
per student. If the school system is still in the process
of making these allocations, how would the needs of each
school be determined in the absence of an inventory?
Green replied that the principals kept records of the
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number of lost or missing books and this would guide the
allocation process.
The following day, the writer asked Green tomake
another search for the missing inventory records. Two
days later, Green reported that a search had been made
with no success. A formal complaint was then filed with
the FOIC
. Shortly thereafter an editorial in The Hartford
Courant commented:
The school-by-school book distribution list
should be a matter of public record. Hartford
teachers and parents recently charged that
$530,000 spent for new texts this year is not
going to the schools and classes where there is
the greatest need. Inventory records would
answer questions about the whereabouts of such
material
.
If the inventories were in fact destroyed,
then they should be re-created, on a classroom-
by-classroom basis.
Teachers, students and the public have the
right to know. And the school administrators
have the responsibility to know where the
educational materials have been put to the best
possible use for Hartford's pupils.
8
An editorial by the state's largest commercial
television station, WFSB-TV in Hartford, chastised the
board of education for failing to maintain textbook
inventories. Later, in a special series of television
reports, Les Coleman, the station's investigative reporter,
described the lack of school inventories and charged
misuse of school monies by some board of education
officials
.
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Despite this public pressure, the inventories
were not produced. The FOIC granted an expedited hearing
on the matter. A few minutes prior to a scheduled hearing
before the FOIC, school officials and their attorney
offered to the writer in a private meeting an inventory
for 11 of the 32 schools in exchange for a cancellation of
the hearing. The writer rejected the offer and the
hearing went forward.
The school administration informed the FOIC that
the inventory records had not been released because they
were not physically present in the assistant superintendent's
office when the request was made. Therefore, they
contended, the request to examine the inventories had
been made to the wrong officials.
Judith Lahey, chairperson of the Commission, quickly
rejected that argument . She observed that as long as a
request is made to an appropriate public official, the
precise location of the records is irrelevant. Acceptance
of the school administration's contention would allow
public officials to deny access to material simply by
moving it from one office to another. It seemed like a
ludicrous argument, and yet that was the school board s
position. School officials also argued, unsuccessfully,
that the original request should have been directed to
the individual principals.
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In her recommendation to the full Commission on
July 8
,
1981
, Commissioner Lahey wrote:
School officials admitted that although the
inventories,' stored at the High Street offices
had been destroyed, several principals retained
copies of the original inventories at their
schools. The reason the complainant had not
requested inventories from the principals is
because he had been told on several occasions
that they had no such inventories, but that
the inventories had been sent to the High Street
office. It is found that under these circum-
stances the complainant is not required to make
a further request to the principals.
9
She also said that because there was no evidence
the records had been destroyed prior to the request for
them, the destruction was "not a willful or intentional
violation" of state law. However, Commissioner Lahey did
observe that the records "were destroyed without the
approval of the public records administrator ." '*' 0 (State
law requires approval before any public record is
destroyed.
)
After receiving Lahey' s recommendation, the FOIC
on August 17 , 1981 , ordered the school officials to
"advise all principals to retain their records relating
to book inventories until a retention and destruction
schedule has been approved by the public records
administrator." In addition, they were ordered to "provide
the complainant with access to the existing and updated
inventories and copies" and to "provide the complainant
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with summaries of the contents of the destroyed 1980
. 11inventories."
With a state order and editorials chastising the
school officials, one might easily assume the controversy
was resolved. But that would be assuming all school
officials are sensitive to the public's right to know
and to state law. Nine months later, the school system
still had not made all of the information available to the
writer. Because this seemed to be a violation of the
original order, the writer filed a second complaint calling
attention to this fact. The new complaint asked the FOIC
to find school officials in contempt for not obeying the
original order. Several days later, school officials
sent the writer what they represented as the complete
inventory.
After a nine month struggle, was the inventory
helpful in this case study of school financing? No.
The form of the inventories differed from school to school.
There was no standard format. One principal's definition
of a book "inventory" differed sharply from that of
another. One principal simply scribbled a few rough i notes
about the condition of books while another supplied a
detailed summary of the number of books in a particular
school
.
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The school system had no definition of "inventory".
It allowed each school to design its own form. Nor does
the State Department of Education have any recommendations
or guidelines in this area. It is little wonder that
researchers and parents are unable to ascertain the
distribution of resources to determine if equal educational
opportunity exists. It is no wonder that school officials
have little information to control the distribution of key
resources
.
Personnel Data
Since personnel costs account for a high percentage
of the total budget, it was crucial that data relating to
the distribution of teachers and other personnel be
examined. In Hartford, the information is computerized.
After interviewing the school system's personnel
director, Terence Gocha, a print-out showing the distribu-
tion of all personnel was requested. It was an oral
request. That turned out to be a mistake for it provided
the administration with an opportunity to stall in
honoring the request. It was learned later that the re-
quest had been discussed at a staff meeting with the
superintendent. Six weeks went by without any response
despite telephone calls to Gocha reminding him of the
request. Then the request for the personnel data was made
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in writing. The written request indicated it was being
made pursuant to the state's Freedom of Information Act.
In about a week, a print-out was provided. It showed, in
^iph^bstical order, the names of over 2,000 teachers,
support personnel, principals, vice—principals
,
and their
certification dates. It was coded to indicate their
job assignments and school locations.
On closer examination, however, the print-out posed
some problems. Almost every third name had missing
information. For example, only the name of the individual
teacher might appear, with no additional data. It was
decided that for purposes of the case study, the missing
information might skew the analysis.
When questioned about the missing information,
the personnel director could offer no explanation. He
agreed, however, to produce another print-out. About one
week later, it was received. This time the same problem
existed but with every fifth name.
A third print-out was ordered. It too suffered
from a number of gaps in information. However, by using
the first two print-outs, a complete data set could be
pulled together. This was time-consuming.
It was soon apparent that dissecting the information
would be a huge task since over 2000 personnel were
involved. A visit to the computer room at the school
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system's headquarters revealed it was possible to have
the personnel data grouped by individual schools. This
would enhance one's ability to decipher the information
when comparing the distribution of personnel among
schools
.
When the personnel director was contacted and asked
to provide a copy of the print-out showing the distribution
of personnel by individual school, he said the computers
did not have that capability. When informed one of his
own computer operators had said this could be easily
accomplished, he agreed to check into the matter. The
writer sent a letter requesting the information, and again
the Freedom of Information Act was cited. The print-out
was then produced.
Substitute Teachers
To complete this research, it was necessary to
determine the number of substitute teachers being used by
each school. Earlier, the Committee for An Effective
Government, a business-backed organization, had published
a report indicating they had sought these data but said
they were not available. The personnel director also
informed the writer that data about substitute teachers
were not available. He said it would be valuable informa-
tion to have, but he knew of no way to collect it.
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It seemed logical to the writer that these records
would exist somewhere since the substitute teachers were
being paid for their services. Despite the claims by the
personnel director, a visit by the writer to the payroll
office of the school system resulted in the immediate
location of the records. The information appeared in a
computer print-out indicating the names of the substitute
teachers, the number of hours substituted in a given month,
and the school in which they substituted. Similar in-
formation was available regarding teachers who filled in
for absent teachers. It took five days to collect this
information from the payroll department, which was
cooperative in making space available for this phase of
the study.
Attitude of the Administration
One member of the superintendent's department
revealed to the writer that the superintendent, Hernan
LaFontaine, at staff meetings often discussed how public
requests for information could be interpreted in a manner
which would deny access. This could be accomplished
by playing on the semantics of the wording of the requests.
For example, if a member of the public or the press asked
for a printed copy of a specific letter, according to
this source, the superintendent would suggest the request
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be denied since the material was actually in the form of
a memorandum, not a letter.
The news media were also often given a difficult
time. A reporter for The Hartford Courant was denied
printed material after it had already been distributed to
board of education members. Les Coleman, who was then
an investigative reporter for WFSB-TV, ran into similar
obstacles when he tried to obtain data from school
officials
.
Parents, however, had greater difficulties. They
did not have the force or power of the news media or of
private organizations. One parent group, Save Our
Students headed by Annie Welles, said most of their requests
had regularly been denied. In particular, they wanted
data on the number of students per school who needed
remedial education. At a public meeting of the school
board's Budget and Personnel Committee, the following
exchange took place:
There ought to be a breakdown showing the
number of children in each school who
need remedial education. -Annie Welles, Parent
I don't understand why we have to ask for
extraneous information like that. The next
think you know, they'll be asking for the number
of doors per school that need to be painted.
-Hernan LaFontaine, Superintendent of Schools
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State Agencies
While the Connecticut State Board of Education and
the Connecticut State Department of Education have been
involved in inter-district school-financing studies, neither
has touched the area of intra-district financing. Although
the State Department of Education collects considerable
data from local school districts, much of it is not
published. Nor are all of the data in any organized form
which would readily assist parents and others who might
want to compare individual schools within a district.
Test scores, for example, are collected only for an entire
school district and not on a school-by- school basis.
Although many of the key data can be obtained by
members of the public, under the Freedom of Information
Act, the average citizen must be able to frame a request
in such a way that the documents are adequately identified.
This often depends on knowing the code numbers of the
reporting forms. The present writer requested information
from the State Department of Education showing the minority
student population for individual schools within every
district, In reply, he was informed such data were not
collected. Later, it was learned from a local school
official that school districts are required to routinely
forward school by school racial information to the state.
On another occasion, state officials claimed that the
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average salaries and experience factors of teachers were
not available on a school by school basis. An accidental
meeting with a state researcher disclosed that these data
in fact did exist in a departmental computer and could
be retrieved. Both types of information were ultimately
supplied to the writer.
The writer realized that considerable information
was tucked away in obscure corners of state offices and
computers. In order to discover just what this information
was, the writer needed to find a local school authority
who submitted various kinds of reports to the state.
The writer was fortunate to discover Herbert Chester,
superintendent of schools for the town of Bloomfield. He
was selected because it was known he had a long record
of concern and activity on behalf of the principle of
equality. It turned out even the superintendent was not
fully aware of all the reports that his school system was
required to file with the state. His system's business
manager also participtated in the meeting, and, as a
result, it was possible to learn precisely what informa-
tion was collected. This information also provided the
titles and code numbers of the numerous forms that local
school districts forward to the state.
With this information, a discussion with Joseph
Gordon, Associate Commissioner of the Connecticut State
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Department of Education, produced the names and telephone
numbers of key individuals in the department. Appointments
were made with them. In many cases, photocopies of the
requested data were obtained.
Gordon had been assigned by Mark Shedd, the
Commissioner of Education, to supply the present writer
with specific requested materials. Earlier the writer met
with Shedd and asserted that some members of the depart-
ment's vast bureaucracy were inhibiting the collection of
information because they believed it did not exist.
The Bureau of Research and Planning of the State
Department of Education provided data on average classroom
teacher salaries and years of teacher experience by
individual schools for selected school districts. The same
data were also obtained for support personnel. While
ordinarily these data are not published, the department
agreed to supply them in this instance.
Similar information was provided by examining data
sent by local school districts to the Connecticut Teacher
Retirement Board. The "Staff Data Codes-Annual Staff
Reports-TRB" forms provided a list of all teachers, support
personnel, and administrators in school systems. The
forms also indicated the name of the school where each
employee was assigned as well as the highest educational
degree, salary, and job assignment.
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The director of the Bureau of Equity and Intergroup
Education for the State Department of Education, Gabriel
Simches, provided information regarding the number and
percentages of teachers with provisional and standard
teaching certificates.
Compensatory education data for Hartford were examined
in the state department's Title I office. A file is held
for each school district which shows the amount and
content of federal and state grants for disadvantaged
children.
Other information was obtained from Hartford
school officials. In addition to the computer print-out
displaying the assignment of personnel, the system's Title
IV Civil Rights Coordinator, Robert Piticco, provided
data on the number of minority students as well as minority
teachers and administrators. The guidance department
provided information regarding the distribution of guidance
counselors while data about the assignment of music and
art teachers were collected by the director of that
department. Hartford, like other school systems,
publishes a booklet which lists the test scores by
individual schools. While it is not available from the
state on a school-by-school basis, it is available under
the Freedom of Information Act from local districts.
Data about the number of low-income children in each school
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were collected by inspection of Title I folders at the
State Department of Education. The director of Hartford's
hot lunch program provided a breakdown of the number of
students per school who received free or subsidized
lunches
.
State Legislature
The notion that the public does not need to have the
kind of oversight which includes access to inventories and
meaningful school budgets reaches all the way into the
state legislature. The Education Committee of the
Connecticut General Assembly in 1981 heard recommendations
from the writer that legislation should be passed which
would mandate the maintenance of inventories of all school
supplies, including textbooks.
Some school officials and a representative of the
Connecticut Association of Boards of Education suggested
that most schools already maintain inventories and the
legislature should not mandate laws that are not needed.
They also insisted, and some legislators agreed, that
maintaining individual school budgets would create too
much paperwork which would overburden school administrators.
Some members of the Education Committee suggested
parents might "misinterpret" the meaning of inventories.
One said that a school with a smaller number of textbooks
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might in reality have higher quality textbooks than a
school with a larger number. Parents might not always have
the sophistication to see critical differences.
Conceding there is always a risk that some parents
and others might misinterpret some school data, the present
writer asserted that the overriding issue is one of public
control and oversight of public institutions. The risk
of misinterpretation is outweighed by the public's right
to know how its own schools are organized and managed.
The public's right to know and the ability to measure
equal educational opportunities should be the two issues
of paramount concern. Access to information is vitally
needed if the public is to be able to oversee and determine
whether the aims of education are being served.
At the conclusion of this writer's remarks before
the Education Committee of the Connecticut General
Assembly, Representative Dorothy Goodwin, chairperson of
the committee, said there would be "no mandates" in the
current session of the legislature. She encouraged
the writer, however, "to keep coming back" with the
issue. Following the session, two members of the
committee, Representatives John Mannix and Michael
Helfgott, expressed support for the writer's position.
Helfgott, a former board of education member in Willington,
suggested that it could be taken a step further , and that
perhaps measurements of educational resources should be
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extended to individual classrooms. Mannix observed
how quickly the educational bureaucracy had organized
to oppose the recommendations. He pointed out that this
bureaucracy included many members of the Education
Committee. Mannix referred to opposition to the recommenda-
tions which had been expressed by a representative of the
Connecticut Association of Boards of Education (CABE)
and some municipal school officials.
Several weeks later, Representative Mannix intro-
duced legislation to require school districts to maintain
complete inventories of all school supplies including text-
books. At a March 12, 1982, public hearing on this bill,
a representative of CABE opposed the measure primarily on
the grounds that it would create too much paperwork. It
was also opposed by a representative of the Connecticut
Association of School Administrators who said the proposal
would impose a hardship on administrators. The CABE and
CASA representatives were asked by a member of the Education
Committee if they had ever heard of a school system which
had misallocated its resources. Both responded in the
negative. Later, a staff member for Mannix, Gilbert
Walker, expressed the view that this response would help
the bill's proponents because many legislators found it
difficult to believe that there had never been a situation
involving misallocation of funds for a school district.
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This writer submitted a statement supporting the need for
the bill. It was also supported by George Springer,
chairperson of the Central Connecticut Chapter of the
Connecticut Civil Liberties Union. (No one from the
Hartford school district appeared at the hearing to oppose
or support the measure.)
The bill, however, was formally skuttled by the
Education Committee on March 18, 1982. There was no formal
vote, but the bill was tabled, effectively killing the
measure. A staff person in Representative Mannix's office
reported there had been heavy lobbying against the bill
by CABE and others.
Summary
The way to prevent these irregular inter-
positions of the people is to give them
full information of their affairs through
the channels of the public papers, and
to contrive that those papers should
penetrate the whole mass of the people.
-Thomas Jefferson^
Obtaining finance data from school officials is an
arduous task. The obstacles, as we have seen, are
enormous. As American institutions, including our public
schools, have grown increasingly large and complex, access
to key information has been lodged in the hands of those
school officials who are in the upper echelons of authority.
These administrators tend to protect their power by re-
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gulating the flow of information. This has the effect of
P^^v®nting the public from raising substantive questions
about the quality of education. Not only is the public
disenfranchised, but the policymakers are often acting in
ignorance or on the basis of irrelevant considerations.
A considerable amount of educational information
is stored in computers. While the public may have the
theoretical right of access to this information, public
access is seriously limited by administrative roadblocks.
Bureaucrats can claim that requested information is not
stored in the computers or that computers cannot be
programmed to retrieve the information.
While the Connecticut State Department of Education
publishes data about inter-district financing, no material
is published which deals with intra-district financing.
State laws and regulations are vague or non-existent in
terms of mandating the maintenance of inventories of
school supplies. Without such records, researchers and
parents cannot fully assess whether these supplies and
equipment are distributed in an equitable manner.
The situation does not appear to be unique to
Hartford. A staff member for Representative John Mannix
of the Connecticut House of Representatives performed an
14
informal survey of school districts on March 19, 1982.
School officials in ten districts were asked if they
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maintained inventories of textbooks and supplies. All
said they did not. Half of the school districts also did
provide the public with proficiency test scores by
individual schools.
As mentioned earlier, the Massachusetts Advocacy
Center had enormous difficulty in collecting program
information about school systems. In an interview with
Meyer Weinberg, director of the Horace Mann Bond Center
for Equal Education at the University of Massachusetts,
it was learned that similar obstacles to public informa-
tion existed in Chicago as recently as 1978. He noted
that at one time not even the telephone numbers of public
schools were listed in the telephone directory. Both the
school board and the teachers' union had supported the
. . 15policy
.
In our democratic system, the public is ultimately
responsible for the policies and operations of various
governmental agencies. An informed public is necessary
if there is to be effective oversight and control. When
information is withheld or is unavailable, citizens are
disadvantaged in terms of being able to make important
judgments and decisions. When school officials do not
make information available, for whatever reason, they
discourage parents and others from becoming knowledgeable
about schools. There is a tendency for school administra-
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tors, like other government officials, to insulate
themselves from public scrutiny. This can often be
accomplished by hoarding information. Unless the public
can gain all information which relates to measurements
of equal educational opportunity, it is doubtful that
equity can be attained.
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CHAPTER V
SUBSTANTIVE FINDINGS
In this chapter we report substantive findings and
interpretations of this inquiry. The distribution of
educational funds regarding staff and physical resources
in Hartford's public school system is revealed. In
addition, an examination of student performance in specified
grades of the 24 elementary schools is correlated with the
educational inputs of these schools. A full statistical
analysis did not include middle and high schools because
there were too few of them.
The relationship of these inputs to the racial
composition of the student body in each school and the
degree of economic poverty of the students is also
examined. The central question the case study attempts
to answer is whether funds are distributed in an unequal
manner which favors white schools. The data shown in this
chapter reveals whether equal educational opportunity
exists for minorities in Hartford.
In analyzing student performances, two grade levels
were chosen—three and six—because this number is
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manageable and the other grades would not add new informa-
tion. Because there are only two distinctly separate middle
or junior high schools, they are not compared. These two
schools. Quirk and Fox Middle, have large minority
student populations. Five other middle schools also serve
elementary grade students. The minority student population
is considerably lower in these schools. In addition,
some data is provided for the three high schools.
In each school the data include the total student
enrollment, percentage of minority students, total number
of teachers, median teacher salaries, median teacher
experience, percentage of teachers with Master's degrees,
percentage of minority teachers, number of teachers with
provisional teaching certificates, number of para-
professionals, pupil- teacher ratios, pupil-paraprofessional
ratios, pupil-administrator ratios, pupil-music teacher
ratios, pupil-art teacher ratios, percentage of students
from welfare families, percentage of students receiving
free or subsidized hot lunches, percentage of students
served by remedial education programs, library books per
pupil, and musical instruments per pupil.
For purposes of this study, one elementary school,
Escuelita Bilingue, was not included because it is a
uniquely bilingual school with a large Spanish speaking
student population. The special needs of the students
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required unique, and presumably greater, resources. In an
attempt not to skew the data, the school was not included
in the analysis. (This school, the data show, had the
lowest average years of classroom teacher experience and
the lowest average salaries of any school.)
The writer collected the data from the Hartford
Public Schools and the Connecticut State Department of
Education. Almost half the school principals, numerous
teachers, and central office administrators, as well as
State Department of Education officials were interviewed.
Statistical data relating to the 24 elementary schools
were subjected to computer analysis after consultation
with Alan Gelfand of the University of Connecticut's
statistics department.
A Mann-Whitney (Wilcoxon) two-sample test was used
to analyze the data. A variable measuring "percent
minority students" was used to define two groups of
schools: a group of "minority" schools (schools having a
high percentage of minority students) and a group of
"white" schools (schools having a lower percentage of
minority students) . The two groups of schools were
compared to each other using other measurement variables.
Statistical differences at the five percent level were
regarded as significant.
159
Racial Composition of Schools
The schools were separated into "white" and
minority schools in terms of their student populations.
The percentage of minorities in the 24 elementary schools
range from 21 to 100. Fifteen schools have more than 87
percent minorities. The other nine schools are labeled
"whites" because their minority populations are signifi-
cantly smaller than the district-wide average. The average
percentage of whites in these schools is more than double
the percentage of whites in all 24 schools. The median
minority percentage in the nine white schools is 57.8
whereas the median minority population in the minority
schools is 98.4 percent. The Mann-Whitney test is
significant at .0001 (See Table I). The percentage of
whites in all 24 elementary schools is 18.4. The white
schools are generally located in white neighborhoods and
are considered "white" by the public. The percentage
of white teachers varied according to the race of student
enrollment. The median percentage in white schools was
91 compared with 54 in the minority schools. The Mann-
Whitney test was significant at .0001 (see Tables 2, 3,
and 4)
.
White administrators represented 100 percent of that
category in the white schools and only 52.4 percent in the
minority schools (see Tables 9 and 10) . Eighty percent of
the paraprofessionals in white schools were white compared with
only 11.1 percent of white paraprofessionals in the
minority schools. (See Table 8)
Teacher Experience/ Salaries
and Qualifications
The statistical analysis of teacher experience,
salaries and qualifications shows that there are signifi-
cant disparities between both groups of schools. The
percentage of provisional teachers varies from only 13.3
in the white Batchelder School to a high of 46.7 in the
Barnard-Brown School which has a minority population of
99.4 percent. Connecticut state law defines "provisional
certification period" as an "initial period of no less
than three years, during which the applicant for a
standard teaching certificate performs the duties of
a teacher." 1 It requires that a person has graduated from
a four year program of teacher education or from a four
year higher education program, provided such person has
taken teacher training equivalents as the state board
of education requires. The provisional teaching certifie
cate can be valid up to 10 years. To qualify for a
standard certificate, "a person holding a provisional
certificate shall have completed 30 credit hours of course
work beyond the baccalaureate degree."
4 A "standard
teaching certificate" means a "license to teach issued to
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one who has successfully completed no less than three
years of satisfactory teaching experience and fulfilled
other requirements while holding a provisional certificate
or its equivalent." 5
Gabriel Simches, director of the Bureau of Equity
and Intergroup Education of the Connecticut State Depart-
ment of Education, observed in an interview that in some
cases a teacher with a provisional certificate might have
more years of teaching experience than one with a standard
certificate. 5 The former teacher might not have applied
for the standard certificate since he/she has up to ten
years to do so. However, Simches said such a situation
would be unusual since most school systems provide salary
incentives to teachers who gain educational credits, and
most teachers would apply for the standard certificate.
The analysis showed that the median percentage of
elementary teachers with provisional certificates in the
7
nine white schools was 23.3 percent. The median
g
in the minority schools was 34.1 percent. The difference
was almost 11 percent higher in the minority schools.
Using the Mann-Whitney test, the level of significance is
.0217 (see Tables 1, 2, and- 4) .
Although the three high schools in Hartford were
not subjected to a statistical analysis because of the lack
of a large enough sample, a similar pattern was found.
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Weaver High, with a minority student population of 99.7
percent, had 45.8 percent teachers with provisional
certificates compared to only 21.4 percent at Bulkeley
High—the white high school (see Table 4)
.
The distribution of bilingual teachers is not
significantly related to the percentage of provisional
teachers in the elementary schools. Undoubtedly, some
qualified bilingual teachers are less experienced than
non-bilingual teachers. This is because the availability
of the former are in short-supply. Yet, the data collected
from the state and the Hartford school system show that
the median percentage of bilingual teachers is similar
in the minority schools and the white schools. It is 10
percent in the minority schools and 7.5 percent in the
white schools. The median percentage of bilingual teachers
with Master's degrees is identical for each group.
Information relating to teacher experience in terms
10
of years of teaching in the State of Connecticut was
obtained from the Bureau of Research and Planning at the
Connecticut State Department of Education.
11
In a special
computer run, a breakdown was provided for the individual
schools in Hartford. This included both the median
teaching experience and median teaching salary by individual
school
.
For purposes of this study, the definition of
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"classroom teacher" is identical with the definition used
by the Connecticut State Department of Education and the
1 ?State of Connecticut's Teachers' Retirement Board. A
"teacher" includes regular classroom teachers as well as
bilingual teachers, those who teach foreign languages,
English, the social sciences, science, special education,
and other subject areas such as art, music, physical
education, librarian, homemaking and industrial arts.
Guidance counselors, psychological examiners, school
psychologists, social workers, and reading teachers and
consultants are not defined as classroom teachers but as
"support staff/' nor are school administrators defined
13
as "classroom teachers."
In terms of teacher experience,
4
as measured by the
years of teaching in the state, the median for all 24
elementary schools was 10.4 years. The range is from
6.3 years at the Burns School to 19 median years at the
Webster School. This represents a difference of 66.7
percent between the lowest and the highest school . The
spread between white schools ranges from 10.7 years
at the Burr School to the 19 years at Webster, a difference
of 43.7 percent. Among the minority schools, the range
is from 6.3 years to 11.4 years. This represents a
spread of 44.7 percent. The median for all minority
schools is 8.8 years compared with 11.5 years at the white
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schools. The Mann-Whitney test shows this as significant
at .0004 (see Tables 1, 2, and 3).
Since teacher experience is generally related to
salaries, it was not surprising to discover disparities in
this area. Median teacher salaries ranged from $16,300
annually at the almost all-minority Barnard-Brown School
to a high of $21,030 at the Webster School, which is located
1
4
in the most affluent white neighborhood. As a group,
the minority schools had a median teacher salary of
$18,300 compared with $19,550 at the white schools. The
Mann-Whitney test said this was significant at .0002
(see Tablesl,2and 3).
In terms of teacher salaries, the Hartford median
for all 24 elementary schools is $18,715. When the median
school salaries are compared, the white median is $19,500
with a range from $18,750 to $21,030 or a 10.8 percent
difference. The minority school median is $18,500 ranging
from $16,300 to $19,480 or a spread of 16.3 percent (see
Tables 1, 2, and 3)
.
The percentage of teachers with advanced degrees
compared to those with Bachelor's degrees, also followed
racial lines. 15 There was a low of 40.3 percent of the
teachers at the minority Burns School with Master's degrees
and a high of 85 percent at the mainly white Webster
School. The disparity between minority schools and the
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white schools was striking. Slightly more than half, 52
percent, of the teachers in the minority schools had
Master's degrees while the figure jumped to 71.2 percent
in the white schools. The Mann—Whitney test found the
data to be significant at .0004 (see Tables 2, 3, and 4).
The fringe benefits for teachers are essentially
identical. There would be different costs for life
insurance coverage. The teachers receive one and one
half times their salaries for life insurance and it is
paid in full by the school system.
Pupil-Teacher and Paraprofessional
Pupil Ratios
Paraprofessionals are non-certif ied personnel who
assist the teacher in the classroom or who perform such
duties as hall monitoring.
There were differences in pupil-teacher ratios and
paraprofess ional-pupil ratios between minority schools
and white schools. While the number of teachers per pupil
ranged from a low of 20.4 students at the Batchelder School
to 33.2 at the Barbour School, the median ranged from 29.3
in the minority schools to 24.8 in the white schools.
This is a difference of 15.3 percent. The Mann-Whitney
test found a factor of .0002. (see Tables 2, 3, and 4) .
While there was a wider variation in the ratio of
paraprofess ional s to students, the Mann-Whitney test found
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a factor of .1524. The median ratio was 51.2 students
to one paraprofessional in the minority schools and 63.3
students to one paraprofessional in the white schools.
While the difference was not statistically significant,
there were unusually wide variations that did not follow
the racial composition of the student body. For example,
there were only 23 students for each paraprofessional in
the Dwight School and 25.8 students for each paraprofession-
al at the Vine Street School. At the Burr School the
ratio jumps to 1/94.7 and to 1/88.7 at the Twain School
(see Tables 2, 3, and 4).
Support Staff
"Support staff" is defined as school counselors,
psychological examiners, school psychologists, social
workers, and reading teachers or consultants.
Support staff experience is higher in the white
schools. The median is 17 years compared to 10 years
in the minority schools. The Mann-Whitney test is
significant at .1524. The median salary in the minority
schools is $21,250 while the figure in the white schools
is three percent higher or $21,900. The Mann-Whitney test
is significant at .1213 (see Tables 2, 3, and 5).
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Socio-Economic Status
The socio-economic status of the students was
measured by the percentage of students in each school who
were from families receiving state welfare assistance
under the program Aid to Families with Dependent Children
17
C\FDC) . The other measurement came from the number of
children per school who qualified for full or partial
reimbursement for hot lunches. The AFDC count used in
the Title I application may be somewhat misleading. It
is based on the number of welfare children who reside in
each school attendance area. The actual number of
children from welfare families within a particular school
could be larger or smaller than the neighborhood figures.
Some students, for example, may not attend their neighbor-
hood school or may be in private school. However, the
State Department of Education generally assumes the AFDC
count provides a fairly clear picture of the poverty level
of individual schools.
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The 15 minority schools show a median percentage
of 70.3 of AFDC children while the white schools have a
of 32.9 percent. In terms of the percentage of
students receiving free or subsidized hot lunches, the
minority schools have a median percentage of 78.6 compared
with 70.4 in the white schools. For the percentage of
AFDC children, comparing minority schools to white schools,
the Mann-Whitney test is significant at .0019. In com-
paring the two groups of schools, in terms of the hot
lunch program, the Mann-Whitney test is significant
at .1284 (see Tables 2 and 3).
There is a substantial difference between the
percentage of AFDC children in the white school neighbor-
hoods compared with the percentage of white children who
qualify for hot lunches. There are two possible explana-
tions. First, it may mean that only the poorest children
in the white school neighborhoods actually attend their
neighborhood schools. Other children may be in private
schools. Second, parents may be deflating their actual
incomes to enable their children to qualify for free or
subsidized hot lunches. School officials do not apply
rigid requirements to determine who is qualified, while
the state generally applies strict requirements to screen
people applying for AFDC.
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Minority Distribution of Teachers
and Administrators
The percentage of minority teachers in the elementary
schools ranges from only six percent at the Dwight and
i 9Naylor schools to 62 percent at the Clark School. The
disparity in the median percentages was unusually wide
between the minority and the white schools. The white
schools averaged only nine percent minority teachers. The
median jumped to 46 percent in minority schools. Such a
wide disparity contributes to the perception that a school
is either a "white" school or a "minority" school even if
the percentage of minority students is not as high.
The Mann-Whitney test is significant on this measurement
at .0001 (see Tables 2, 3).
At the two middle-schools, Quirk had a minority
percentage of 32 while Fox Middle was 50 percent. Among
the three high schools, Weaver, with a 99.7 percent
minority student population, had 53 percent minority
teachers. At Bulkeley High, the "white" high school, the
minority teacher percentage dropped to only 12 percent.
At Hartford High, it was 27 percent.
The examination of the distribution of minority and
non-minority elementary school principals and vice
principals reveals that race is a significant factor in
their school location.
20 Not a single minority school
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principal heads a white elementary school. All nine of
the system's black elementary principals are in minority
schools. A similar pattern is true for the vice-principals.
However, only four of the fifteen vice-principals at the
elementary level are minorities, and they are located in
minority schools. (See Tables 9 and 10)
In the two middle-schools, one principal is black
and the other is Hispanic. Two of the three high school
principals are black. Of the 14 vice-principals at the
high school level, 10 are minorities.
Race of Paraprofessionals
There is a sharp disparity between the two groups
of schools in the assignment of paraprofessionals based on
their race. Blacks are assigned to minority schools and
whites are assigned to the white schools, further heightening
the public perception that schools are either minority or
white schools. In the white schools the range of white
paraprofessionals is from 54.6 percent at McDonough to 88.9
percent at Webster and 88 percent at Kennelly. Eighty
percent of the paraprofessionals in the white schools are
white. In the minority schools, the range is from zero
percentage white paraprofessionals at Clark, Simpson, and
West Middle to 57.1 percent at Rawson. The median is
11.1 percent. (See Table 8)
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Female Representation
Females are grossly underrepresented in school
administrative positions. The superintendent, the deputy
superintendent, and three assistant superintendents are
all males. Of the 16 remaining special assistants to the
21
superintendent, only two are females. At the high
school level, three of the 14 vice-principals are fe-
males;' ' None .are principals. There is one female principal
at the Fox Middle School. Of eight vice-principals in the
two middle schools, one is a female. At the elementary
level, only three or 13 percent serve as principals.
Four out of 18 vice-principals are females.
Of the 91 key administrative positions, in the
superintendent's office and in school posts, females
have fewer than 15 percent. (See Tables 9 and 10)
Salaries and Experience Factors of
School Administrators
An examination of the experience factor of element-
ary principals in terms of years as an administrator and/
or teacher shows that the median level is 19 years for
principals in the minority schools and 22 years for
principals in the white schools. The median salary for
the minority elementary principals is $31,185. The
figure is $31,000 for the white school principals. In
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terms of qualifications, all hold Master's degrees except
two— at Barnard Brown and Barbour---who have doctorates
in education.
The median salary of vice-principals in the
minority schools is $29,084 and their median years of
22
experience is 13.5. In the white schools, $30,078 is
the median salary while the median years of experience is
16. All but one vice-principal have a Master's degree.
(see Tables 9 and 10)
Ratio of School Administrators
to Students
The ratio of school administrators to students
varies considerably from school to school. The range is
from one administrator to 279.5 students at the white
Naylor School to 1 administrator to 606 pupils at the
minority Burns School. As a group, the minority
elementary schools have a median ratio of one admini-
strator for 358.5 students. The median ratio in the
white schools is one to 312 students. The Mann-Whitney
test is significant at .4561 (see Tables 9, 19, and 11).
Distribution of Guidance Counselors
Guidance counselors exist at the secondary and
middle schools only. An examination of their distribution
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shows no significant disparities along racial lines at
the high school level. The ratio of counselors to pupils
is 1/203.6, 1/212, and 1/227. The number of students,
however, served by counselors at the middle school level
is considerably higher. At the white Naylor school, a
single guidance counselor serves 203 students. At white
Kennelly school it is 1/150. 23 At Quirk and Fox Middle,
the two minority middle schools, the ratio is 1/171.3 and
1/196.2 respectively. Because the sample of middle
schools is small, a test for statistical significance was
not run (see Table 12)
.
Distribution of Music and
Art Teachers
"Instrumental music" instruction is made available
beginning at grade 4 and is an elective subject along
with "general music" which involves voice development.
The coordinatorof the Department of the Arts for Hartford
Public Schools, Paul Dilworth, says that there are "more
24
requests by students than the school system can handle."
He indicated that the distribution of personnel was some-
what dependent on the number and location of those
requests. An examination of the data which detailed
staff assignments of music and art teachers shows significant
disparities between minority and non—minority schools.
At the elementary school level, the median ratio
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of music teachers to students in the minority schools is
one to 280. In the white schools it is 1/261. The Mann-
Whitney test is significant at .7656. In art instruction,
the median ratio is one art teacher to 594 pupils in the
minority schools and 1/491 in the white schools. The
Mann-Whitney test is significant at .1611 (see table 6).
When comparing the middle school students only, the
median ratio if 1/415.5 for music teachers in the minority
schools compared with 1/328 in the white middle schools.
In the art instruction at the middle school level, minority
pupils had a ratio of 1/374 and majority pupils a ratio
of 1/329 (see Table 7)
.
Distribution of Industrial Art and
Home Economics Teachers
In terms of the ratio of pupils to industrial art
teachers, there is little difference at the high school
level. It ranges from a median ratio of 1/302.7 at
Bulkeley to 1/302.9 at Waver and 1/339.3 at Hartford
Public. Among the middle school pupils, the 7th and 8th
graders, the median ratio for industrial art teachers is
one tacher to 198 pupils for the two minority schools
and 1/203 for the five white middle schools (see Table 13).
The distribution of home economics teachers shows
little disparity at the high school level. The median
ratio is 1/454 at Bulkeley, 1/424 at Weaver, and 1/339.3 at
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Hartford Public. But the gap soars when the middle schools
examined. The median pupil—home economics teacher
ratio in the two minority schools is 1/260 and and 1/20 3/
among the five white schools. (See Table 13)
Substitute Teacher Days
The number of days that substitute teachers were
used as well as days when regular teachers filled in for
other teachers were examined in order to assess any dis-
parities between white and minority schools. The cent-
ral question was whether or not minority students received
a larger amount of their instruction from substitute
teachers than did whites. It is presumed that substitutes
are less qualified than regular teachers.
Computer printout information involving the payment
of substitute teachers and regular teachers was examined.
A six-month period from September through March of 1981
was involved. The total number of substitute-teacher days
was collected by individual schools. This represented
the number of days substitutes replaced a regular teacher
in the classroom. The average number of substitute teacher
days per teacher was determined by dividing the total
number of classroom teachers assigned to each school into
the total substitute teacher days in this period. The
average number of days that regular teachers filled in for
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absent teachers was also examined. The median number of
substitute teacher days per classroom teacher was 6.1 in
the white schools compared to 6.1 in the minority schools.
The median number of days teachers were absent in the
minority schools was 9^0: compared to 9.1. days in the
white schools. The data above assumes that all vacancies
were filled during teacher absences. (See Table 14).
Distribution of Remedial Education Funds
For purposes of this section, remedial education
funds are defined as Title I funds under the Elementary
Education and Secondary Education Act and State Aid for
Educationally Deprived Children. Although the Hartford
public schools use general budget funds for remedial
education, the percent of local funds used for this purpose
is considered to be small.
The selection of participating Title I schools is
based on the number or percentage of poor children living
in the neighborhoods served by certain schools. Once
certain schools within a district have been chosen as Title
I schools, the only criteria for participation of children
are: (1) they reside in an attendance area served by a
Title I school; and (2) they be educationally deprived.
An educationally deprived child is one who is behind in
school and needs special intructional help to perform at
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the grade level appropriate for his/her age. The
special educational needs may result from poverty, neglect,
delinquency, physical handicaps, or cultural, economic,
ethnic or linguistic differences from the traditional
student body.
Hartford's Title I application to the state and
the state's monitoring forms were examined to determine
the actual location and number of students who were
receiving remedial education under the federal and state
programs . The study shows that the highest percentage
of students receiving this remedial assistance was in the
following schools: Barnard Brown (58%), SAND (52.8%),
Clark (48.2%), Hooker (48.2%), and Burns (47.2%). The
smallest percentages served were in Fischer (1.7%), Twain
(1.1%), Rawson (2.7%), Simpson (8.7%), and Kennelly (11%).
The median percentage of students receiving remedial
assistance for the 15 minority elementary schools was 39.9.
The median for the nine white schools was 19.3. Using
the Mann-Whitney test, the test is significant at .1998,
and the null hypothesis is accepted (see Tables 2, 3,15).
Results of Tests
The first year for implementing Connecticut's
25 ^ . .
Educational Evaluation and Remedial Assistance testing
program was in 1979-80. The program includes tests in the
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areas of reading, mathematics, language arts, and writing.
The law requires "annual testing of each public school
student enrolled in grades 3, 5 and 7." 26 These tests
measure proficiency in the basic skill areas to help
identify pupils who may need remedial assistance.
The reading test, according to Hartford school
officials, is designed to measure "the ability to under-
stand nonfiction English prose at different levels of
reading ability. The test identifies the hardest prose
students can read with comprehension, and measures reading
power on a scale of reading difficulty, rather than on a
27
norm-referenced scale."
The mathematics test "assesses computation, con-
ceptual and problem solving skills. H 2 8 The language arts
test "covers the mechanics of written expression; compo-
29
sition and organizational skills, and library skills."
The school system uses the Metropolitan Achievement
Test (MAT) which is described as a "test that measures the
amount learned by a student, usually in academic subject
. . „
30
matter or basic skills.
"Grade equivalent" is defined as "a score on a
scale developed to indicate the school grade that
corresponds to an average chronological age, mental age,
test score, or other characteristics of students. A grade
equivalent of 6.4 is interpreted as a score that is average
for a group in the fourth month of the sixth grade.
31
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We examined M.A.T. scores for two grades, third
and sixth. M.A.T. scores in reading, mathematics, and
language were recorded for the school year 1980-1981.
Students who were tested in the seventh month of the third
grade in the 15 elementary minority schools showed a
median of 3.3 in reading comprehension compared with a
median of 3.7 in the white schools. The Mann-Whitney test
indicated a significance factor of . 0087.
In mathematics, third graders in minority schools
had a median of 3.0 compared to the white schools median
of 3.8. The Mann-Whitney test was significant at .0012.
On the language tests for third grade, the median
score for the minority schools was 2.9 and 3.7 for the
white schools. The Mann-Whitney test is significant at
.0087.
Thus, all three comparisons can be declared
statistically significant in terms of student performance
based on the racial composition of the schools.
In reading, students who were tested in the sixth
month of sixth grade showed test scores of 5.5 for the
minority schools compared to 6.6 for the white schools.
Using the Mann-Whitney test to measure significance, a
factor of .0128 is shown. In Mathematics the minority
schools had a median of 5.75 while the white schools were
at 6.6. The Mann-Whitney test is significant at .0631.
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in language
,
the minority schools had a median of 5.85
and the white schools were at 7.0. The test is significant
at .0275 (see Tables 2 and 3).
Physical Resources
A complete measure of physical resources in indivi-
dual schools was unattainable because the school system
maintains few inventories. Lacking is a complete inventory
of textbooks, audio-visual equipment, and science equip-
ment. Hartford's administrative manual states that school
• 32officials "shall maintain" complete inventories, but
this internal regulation is largely ignored and has no
force of law. The state does not require the maintenance
of complete inventories of items such as textbooks. As a
result, it is impossible to determine the full extent of
equal educational opportunity in Hartford. In Hartford,
the only available accounting of the distribution of
physical resources involved the number of library books,
musical instruments, and the age and square footage of
each school.
Library Books
An inventory providing the number of library books
in each school was examined. This inventory did not
describe the age, physical condition, the appropriate
ness of the books, or whether they were used. (See Table 16)
181
The inventory indicated that white elementary
schools had a median number of books which was 9.6 percent
higher than the median for minority schools. White schools
had a median of 11.14 books per pupil compared to a median
of 10.07 books per pupils in the minority schools. The
Mann-Whitney test is significant at .7656. The range was
from 6.05 books per pupils at the Burns School to 23.28 at
Twain. The American Library Association recommends 16 to
3424 books per student. (See Tables 2 and 3) .
Music Instruments
The school system's most complete and best-organized
35inventory was found in the Department of the Arts. The
inventory was examined to determine the number of musical
instruments in each elementary school.
The median number of instruments per student in the
white schools was double that for the minority schools.
The rate was .225 instruments per student in the white
schools compared with only .110 instruments per student
- in minority schools. The Mann-Whitney test is significant
at .0705. (See Table 17)
Age of School Buildings
The white schools are located in the oldest
buildings. 36 Their median age is 67 years compared with
29 years for the minority schools. The range in the white
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schools is from four years at Parkville to 98 years at
Dwight. Seven-year-old Kinsella is the newest minority
school while the oldest is West Middle which is 87 years.
(See Table 18)
Area Served by Custodians
An examination of the distribution of custodians
shows that white schools have significantly more custodians
per school compared with the minority schools. The median
area worked by each custodian is 13,600 square feet in the
white schools compared with a median of 15,000 square
feet per custodian in the minority schools. (See Table 18)
Summary
This report of the substantive findings in the
distribution of public educational funds in Hartford dis-
closes statistically significant differences in the funding
of minority and white elementary schools. The study dis-
closes that the minority schools are shortchanged.
Nine of the 24 elementary schools are defined as
"white" schools because the number of minority students in
these schools is significantly less than the average for
the district. The percentage of whites is more than double
the percentage in the minority schools. The nine white
schools have a median minority percentage of 57.8 compared
to 98.4 percent for the minority schools. The nine schools
are also labeled white because 94 percent of the teachers
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are white compared to only 54 percent in the 15 minority
schools. One hundred percent of the administrators are
white in these nine schools compared to 52.4 percent in
the minority schools. A similar pattern follows for other
personnel. Eighty percent of the paraprofessionals are
white in the nine white schools compared to only 11.1
percent in the minority schools. The white schools are
also generally located in white neighborhoods.
Twenty-six variables regarding the distribution of
educational funds in Hartford were examined. A Mann-
Whitney test was used to statistically analyze the data
to determine whether or not the funds were distributed in
an unequal manner which favored the white schools.
The education, salaries, and qualifications of the
classroom teachers and support staff were significantly
higher in the white schools. The minority schools had
almost 11 percent more teachers with provisional certifi-
cates. The median of provisional teachers was 23.3 per-
cent in the white schools compared with 34.1 percent in
minority schools. The median percentage varied from 13.3
at the white Batchelder school to 46.7 at Barnard-Brown
which has a minority population of 99 percent. The
difference was statistically significant.
While the three high schools were not subjected to
a full statistical analysis, because of the smallness
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of the sample, it is interesting to note that there were
only 21.4 percent provisional teachers at white Bulkeley
High compared with 45.8 percent at the almost all minority
Weaver High.
In examining classroom teacher experience, white
schools averaged almost three years more than the minority
schools. The median was 8.8 years in minority schools
and 11.5 years in white schools. Similar differences were
found in support staff. The median years of experience
were 42.2 percent higher in the white schools, which
averaged 17.25 years. Minority schools had a median of 10
years. When classroom teacher salaries are examined,
the white schools held a 6.2 percent advantage over the
minority schools. The median was $18,300 in minority
schools and $19,500 in white schools. The gap was
narrower in the salary differences among support staff.
The median salary in white schools was $21,900 compared
with $21,250 in the minority schools. (All salary figures
include federal, state, and local funds. Separate
figures were not available for the three groups of
expenditures on a school by school basis.)
The analysis of educational qualifications of teachers
revealed that the white schools had a significant edge.
There were more teachers with Master's degrees compared
to those with Bachelor's degrees. 71.2 percent of the
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teachers in white schools had Master's degrees, while
just over half, 52 percent, had Master's degrees in
minority schools.
School principals in white schools were more
experienced by 13.6 percent. Their median years of
experience was 22 compared with 19 in minority schools.
The difference between vice-principals was similar. The
median was 16 years of experience in the white schools
compared with 13.5 years in the minority schools.
The ratio of teachers to pupils showed interesting
differences as did the ratio of other personnel. For
example, the ratio of pupils to school administrators,
defined as principals and vice-principals, was 16.5 per-
cent lower in the white schools. The figure was one
administrator for 299 students in the white schools
compared with one administrator to 358.5 students in the
minority schools. The ratio of music and art teachers to
pupils was particularly striking. The white schools
again had the advantage. The ratio of music teachers
to students was one to 280 in minority schools and one
to 261 in the white schools. In art instruction, white
schools had a positive edge of 17.3 percent. The ratio
was one to 594 children in the minority schools and
one to 491 in the white schools.
Race appears to be a factor in the assignment of
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school personnel. The minority schools averaged 46
percent of the minority teachers compared to only six
percent in the white schools. There are no minority
school principals in the white schools. Nine minority
principals are in the 15 other schools. All minority
vice-principals are in minority schools. In the white
schools, 80 percent of the paraprofessionals are white
compared to 11.1 percent in the minority schools.
The lack of adequate inventory controls in Hartford
prevented a complete examination of the distribution of
physical resources. The available measurements included
library books, musical instruments, and the age and size
of schools. The median number of library books per student
was 11.4 books per pupil in the white schools compared to
10.07 in the minority schools. While there were small
differences in the distribution of library books, the
white schools enjoyed a two-fold advantage in the
distribution of musical instruments; the median per pupil
in the white schools was .225 per student. In the
minority schools, it was only .110 instruments per student.
In measuring the age of school buildings, the
minority schools had the advantage. White schools were
in the oldest buildings with a median age of 67 years
compared with 29 years for the minority schools. However,
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the white schools received more custodial services in
terms of the size of the area that each custodian served
which was 9.3 percent smaller in the white schools.
As might be expected, the percentage of children
from low-income families was higher in the minority
schools. These schools showed a percentage of 70.3 percent
of students from families on welfare compared with 32.9
percent in the white schools. When the number of students
participating in the hot lunch program was examined, the
difference narrowed: 70.4 percent of the students in white
schools were qualified compared to 78.6 percent in the
minority schools.
The findings support the conclusion that .there is a link
between educational inputs and pupil performance. In all
six testing areas of academic achievement, students in
white schools had higher scores. The grade equivalent level
was significantly lower for students in the minority
schools. The Mann-Whitney test for statistical significance
showed significance in all three tests for third graders.
The research shows that students in the minority schools
were four months behind the white school students in
reading comprehension, eight months behind in mathematics,
and eight months behind in language arts.
At the sixth-grade level, two of the three tests
showed statistically significant differences. Minority
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school students were over one year behind those students
in white schools in reading comprehension and language.
They were nearly one year behind in mathematics.
A significant number of the factors which were
measured show a statistically significant difference in
the educational inputs provided to minority schools versus
the white schools. The statistical analysis indicated
there were significant differences in the qualifications
and salaries of classroom teachers, teaching experience,
pupil-teacher ratios, percentage of provisional teachers,
and teaching experience. While there were differences in
many other areas, they were not statistically significant.
These included support staff experience and salaries,
pupil-administrator ratios, ratio of pupils to music and
art teachers, pupil-paraprofessional ratios, and the number
of substitute-teacher days. While it may be argued that
any one area of differences standing alone might not have
a major impact on student performance, the cumulative
effect of over 20 factors must be considerable. That is
clearly suggested by the results of the achievement tests.
Even if the connection between inputs and achievement is
rejected, fundamental principles of equity demand a
fairer distribution of those inputs.
189
FOOTNOTES—Chapter V
1. Section 10-144o, Conn. General Statutes.
2. Section 10-145b, Conn. General Statutes
3. Ibid.
4. Ibid, at section (c)
.
5 . Supra 1 at (4) .
6. Interview by author with Gabriel Simches, Chief, Bureau
of Equity and Intergroup Education, Conn. State
Department of Education, 10-14-81.
7. Source: "Certification of Individuals Shown Active as
of September 1, 1980, Hartford Public Schools", Conn.
State Department of Education, Date of Printing 4-30-82
(computer printout)
8. Ibid.
9. Ibid.
10. Although the data on teacher experience does not include
out-of-state experience since this was not collected
by the state, Gabriel Simches of the Conn. State
Department of Education and Bloomfield Superintendent
of Schools Herbert Chester, in interviews with the
author, estimated that less than one percent of teachers
would have any teaching experience outside the state.
11. "Selected Staff Statistics for William Olds, CCLU"
Bureau of Research and Planning, Conn. State Department
of Education; also "Annual Staff Report, TRB-3 , " State
of Conn. Teachers' Retirement Board, Hartford Public
Schools, 9-1-80.
12. Ibid.
13. "Staff Data Codes, Annual Staff Report", TRB-3, State
of Conn. Teachers' Retirement Board, Hartford, Conn.
14.
190
Supra 11.
15. Ibid.
16. "Certified Personnel by Location," Hartford Board of
Education, computer run date 5-5-81.
17. Source: 1981 District Title I/SADC, Conn. Public Law
874; Application Review Sheet from Hartford Public
Schools to Conn. State Department of Education, Date
reviewed 8-29-80.
18. Source: "Certified Application Counts", Office of
director of hot lunch program, Nancy Perry, Hartford
Public Schools, April 21, 1981.
19. Source: "Racial Balance-Classroom Teachers-Oct . 1980",
Hartford Public Schools, p. 15.
20. Source: Race of school principals and vice-principals
determined in interview with Robert Piticco, Special
Assistant to the Superintendent, Hartford Public
Schools, 9-81.
21. Source: "Superintendent's Office, Hartford Board of
Education, Certified Personnel by Location," Run date
5-5-81, p. 1 (computer printout).
• 22. "Hartford Board of Education, Vice-Principals", 3-30-81,
p. 2 (computer printout)
.
23. Source: "1981-82 Hartford Public Schools Guidance
Department Assignments", Guidance Department, Hartford
Public Schools, Oct. 1981.
24. Interview with Paul Dilworth, Coordinator of Arts,
Hartford Public Schools, 7-21-81.
25. Section 10-1 4m, Conn. General Statutes.
26. Ibid.
27. "Group Test Results, 1980-81", Hartford Public Schools.
28. Ibid.
29. Ibid.
30. Ibid.
191
31. Ibid.
32. "Administrative Manual", Hartford Board of Education.
33. Source: Memorandum from Eugene Green, Assistant
Superintendent for Elementary Schools, Hartford Public
Schools to William Olds, May 4, 1981.
34. "Media Programs, District and School", American
Library Association.
35. Inventory of Music Instruments, Department of the Arts,
Hartford Public Schools, 1981.
36. "Hartford Schools Management Study: Custodial Services,
Energy Conservation"
,
Citizens Committee for Effective
Government Inc., Hartford, Conn., August 1980.
37. Ibid.
CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS
Whatever it is that money may be thought to
contribute to the education of children, that
commodity is something highly prized by those
who enjoy the greatest measure of it. If
money is inadequate to improve education, the
residents of poor districts should at least have
an equal opportunity to be disappointed by its
failure.
^
-Coons, Clune and Sugarman x
This case study demonstrates that in Hartford there
are statistically significant inequalities in the funding
of elementary schools. When a variety of measurements
are compared, the fifteen schools with larger minority
populations are significantly shortchanged compared with
the nine schools with significantly fewer minorities.
There were limitations to the scope of this study.
Because of the budgeting process in the Hartford school
system, the research was confronted with problems of
inaccessibility of some data. While it is the first
intra-district report in the state, it is by no means an
exhaustive study. It is possible that if an exhaustive
study were made, the degree of inequity among schools would
be higher.
192
193
Inequality in American education derives first and
foremost from our failure to educate the children of the
poor says Ronald Edmonds of Michigan State University . 2
Equity
,
asserts Edmonds, means "a simple sense of fairness
in the distribution of the primary goods and services that
3
characterize our social order." He also says: "Equitable
public schooling begins by teaching poor children what their
parents want them to know and ends by teaching poor
children at least as well as it teaches middle-class
children
.
The obstacles in collecting information about
schools pose unusual problems. Without sufficient
information, the public cannot gain the knowledge which
it needs to adequately control and oversee government
institutions, including the public schools.
If information is unavailable or is hidden, the
public cannot make informed decisions. The educational
bureaucracy has grown to such a degree that too often only
a small number of school officials have access to in-
formation. Sometimes officials do not bother to collect
key information because they fail to recognize its
importance or because the release of certain infocrmation
is potentially embarrassing. By controlling information,
officials prevent the public from raising substantial
questions about the quality of its schools. An uninformed
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public will never have sufficient oversight of its schools.
While many members of the public may question
whether higher taxes improve the quality of education,
that concern too often ignores the disparity in educa-
tional funds which are available to minorities and the
poor. To some, it may be difficult to accept the notion
that one or two of the inequities standing alone signifi-
cantly affect student performance. The cumulative effect,
however, coupled with teacher and administrative expecta-
tions of minority students, is bound to have a strong
impact on the quality of instruction.
The findings support a conclusion that a link
between educational inputs and student performance exists
among Hartford's elementary schools when they are grouped
on the basis of minority enrollments. The minority schools
which receive significantly fewer staff and physical inputs
show a decided disadvantage in many measures of student
performance. The data indicate that the longer students
remain in the school system, the wider is the gap in
performance between minority and white students as
measured by grade-level achievement.
One striking discovery of this study was that
white schools as a group have the oldest buildings.
However, a closer analysis suggests that the construction
of newer schools in minority neighborhoods was not done for
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benevolent reasons. A former legal-aid attorney, who had
reviewed ten years of board of education minutes, said the
minutes suggested that school officials had built new
schools in minority areas for the purpose of maintaining
segregated schools. 5 The author also reviewed a federal
court deposition, taken in the 1970' s, of Neil Macy who
was then a Hartford school administrator. Macy indicated
building new schools in minority areas and creating special
middle schools in those areas provided a significant
obstacle to school integration. He also said the school
board restricted the size of schools in white areas to
conform with the size of the existing white population
while at the same time it built large schools in the
minority areas. He left no doubt that the intent was to
prevent blacks from attending schools with whites.
Hartford school officials have indicated to parents
that the white schools offer a higher-quality education.
In a 1981 memorandum to parents of pupils at the minority
Hooker School, officials said two (white) schools,
Kennel ly and Naylor, offered a higher-quality education
than their child's present school. The memorandum was
designed to induce parents to voluntarily transfer their
children to Kennelly and Naylor to assist the school system
to comply with the state's Racial Imbalance Act.
In describing the Kennelly and Naylor schools, the
196
memorandum stated: "These schools have consistently been
among the schools with the highest achievement test scores
in the city and have a long history of high academic
standards." 7 The implication is clear. Parents were
told their children would likely perform better in the
Naylor and Kennelly schools than in their present schools.
Inequities in funding public schools must be examined
carefully. There may be disputes about the effects of
public funding on the quality of education. However,
inequities which work to the disadvantage of minorities
and the poor are an insult to the principle of equality.
Minorities and the poor have been robbed of an adequate
and quality education for too long. The sad fact is that
some students get more education than others.
Hartford's Title I application to the state shows
the largest number of low-income students are at Hartford
Public High. This school serves 611 remedial students,
which is the largest group in the system. Weaver High,
however, is ranked high in need, but is relatively low in
terms of the number of students served. In fact, Weaver
serves 98 fewer students than Bulkeley High which is ranked
third highest in terms of the number of low-income
students
.
In terms of the distribution of federal and state
compensatory education funds, Burns school shows the
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greatest low-income concentration among the elementary
schools and serves more students than any other school.
The King School, however, is second, in terms of need.
Five other elementary schools serve more students. While
the data do not indicate this disparity follows racial
lines, it suggests school officials are not always placing
remedial education funds with the neediest children.
In a March 12, 1980, letter to the Hartford Super-
intendent of Schools, the state director of Title I
programs, Patrick Proctor, wrote that there is "little
evidence that the projects proposed for funding have been
developed on the basis of a system-wide analysis of
educational needs in Hartford or that the projects are
consistent with Hartford's current statement of minority
g
needs for compensatory programs." The same letter noted
that the state's monitoring team found "substantial variation
in the quality of the school-based projects. . . " 9
The distribution of staff based on race contributes
to the public perception that schools are either minority
or white. The contract between the Board of Education
and the Hartford Federation of Teachers states : "To implement
the common interest of the Board and the Union to give each
pupil the advantages of an integrated education, the
following special transfer and assignment procedures are
agreed upon:
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(1) A faculty of a school shall be deemed tobe racially imbalanced when the ratio between
the minority and majority racial group varies
more than five percentage points above or below
the ratio of such groups in the system-wide
faculty.
(2) Newly appointed teachers shall be assigned
first to vacancies in the most racial imbalanced
schools for the purpose of obtaining racial
balance
.
(3) Notwithstanding any other provisions of
this Article, requests by a teacher for a
transfer which contribute to attaining racial
balance in a school shall take precedence over
all others.
The contract does not make it mandatory that such racial
balance be attained. Section (5) says that the Board and
the Union "will encourage voluntary transfers that will
aid in attaining racial balance in schools." 10
Despite the weight of the evidence presented in the
previous pages, certain objections may be raised by
school officials defending the present system. Let us
examine some of these.
1 ) There is no conclusive research that increased
funding improves the quality of education . If so, that is
a strange argument for Hartford school officials since
they are also arguing in the on^going Horton case that urban
areas like Hartford need more funds to improve the quality
of education.
2 ) The measurements chosen for this case study are
in insignificant areas and do not affect the quality of
education. Objectors should examine the court cases which
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deal with school financing. The key intra-school finance
case, Hobson
,
11 focused on the distribution of teacher
experience, education, and salaries as the primary measures
of equal educational opportunity. Hartford's disparities
in these areas are similar to the differences voided by
the federal court in Hobson . The decision was upheld by
the Court of Appeals. The district court ordered equal
inputs between schools within that district.
1
2
The Connecticut Supreme Court in Horton said the
quality of education is related to per pupil expenditures.
The court also said: "In Connecticut the right to education
is so basic and fundamental that any infringement of that
13
right must be strictly scrutinized."
The trial court in the Connecticut decision had said
that disparities in expenditures per pupil tend to result
in disparities in the quality of education. In addition,
federal courts have consistently ruled the burden of
proof that a school district is not discriminating in
the distribution of educational resources falls on the
local authorities when the disparity negatively affects
minority students. Since the present case study
demonstrates statistically significant disparities along
racial lines, Hartford would have considerable difficulty
meeting this requirement. The evidence indicates that
Hartford is in violation of the Fourteenth Amendment's
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Equal Protection Clause as well as the Equal Protection
Clause of the Connecticut Constitution. In addition, such
disparities may also violate Title VII of the federal Civil
Rights Act of 1964.
3) All Hartford's schools have large minority
student populations, and, therefore, they cannot be
separated into two groups of schools, non-minority and
minority . The percentage of minorities in the 24 elementary
schools ranges from 21 percent to 100 percent. Analysis
shows that 15 schools have significantly higher per-
centages of minorities than nine other schools. The 15
schools have a median percentage of 99.4 compared with 57.8
percent in the nine schools. The latter schools are also
generally considered white in the community. They are
usually located in white neighborhoods and have 91 percent
white teachers and 100 percent white administrators. The
15 minority schools not only have 98.4 percent minority
students, but only 54 percent white teachers and 52.4
percent white administrators. Eighty percent of the para-
professionals in the nine schools are white while the
figure is only 11.1 percent in the 15 minority schools.
4 ) Some may contend that the data were skewed
because the minority schools include bilingual teachers who
would not have the experience, education, and highe_r
salaries of regular classroom teachers. When, however.
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bilingual teachers as a group are compared, their
experience, qualifications, and salaries are not signifi-
cantly different between the two groups of schools according
to data collected from education officials.
Indeed, white schools are more likely to be the
favored ones. The research shows that most of the Title I
federal and state compensatory funds are flowing to the
15 minority schools. The median percentage of students
receiving federal and state remedial aid in these schools
is almost 40 percent compared with 19.3 percent in the
nine white schools. If one could examine Hartford's regular
budget funds on a school by school basis, excluding federal
and state monies, the gap between the two groups of schools
would be shown to be considerably wider.
5) Federal regulations governing the distribution
of Title I funds compare only the first year of funding for
teachers and do not take teacher experience into account.
While that is true, the court decisions on school financing
have not been limited to this criterion. In fact, they have
included salaries based on experience. Where the dis-
parities follow racial lines, as in Hartford's case, court
scrutiny of the distribution of funds must follow.
6) The teachers' voluntary transfer policy un-
doubtedly affects the difference in staff salaries, exper-
ience, and qualifications. There is nothing invidious
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about this . Some may, of course, argue that to restrict
or limit the choice of school by teachers will result in
a serious morale problem, a problem that would ultimately
affect the quality of education. The research literature
contains little or no material on this possibility.
Attempts to correct inequities will inevitably affect those
persons most who have benefited from prior unfair assign-
ments. This is always true when efforts are made to correct
unconstitutional assignments or work patterns.
14
In the Swann case, the U.S. Supreme Court declared
where it is possible to identify a "white school" or a
"Negro school" simply by reference to the racial composition
of teachers and staff, and other factors, a "prima facie
case of violation of substantive constitutional rights
lt ]5
under the Equal Protection Clause is shown."
The Hobson court made it clear that school boards
cannot argue for larger budget requests by stressing the
connection between longevity and quality teaching, and
then turn around and claim there is no connection between
expenditures and quality of education. Also ruled by the
Hobson court was the insistence that in the absence of more
conclusive studies, large differentials in the D.C. schools
(similar to those in Hartford) cannot be condoned. While
school authorities may contend they have not intentionally
distributed funds so as to favor white students, the
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ultimate responsibility for the assignment of personnel and
physical resources rests with school officials. The
officials established the system involving the distribu—
tion of funds and are responsible for it.
A similar argument was made by New York City
officials
,
but it was rejected by the U.S. Office for Civil
Rights. School officials could not legally assign teachers
with less experience, fewer advanced degrees, and lower
average salaries to schools with higher percentages of
16.
minority students.
7) Inner-city children are so deprived and educa-
tionally handicapped that it is impossible for schools they
attend to provide a high-quality education, and thus it
makes no difference how funds are distributed . This
common expectation may be one reason why legislators are
reluctant to provide adequate educational funding for
urban areas. No research is available to resolve this
question. The same may be true of disparities in funding
minority schools within a district.
There are data which "clearly show that inner-city
children can learn at significantly higher levels than is
common. It is the obligation of each school and school
system to make this possible," writes Dr. James P. Comer,
professor of psychiatry at the Yale Child Study Center and
17'
Associate dean at the Yale Medical School.
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The anthropologist Eleanor Burke Leacock says
expectations among school personnel in middle-class and
lower-class schools are very different, and these expecta-
tions teach lower-class children not to learn. Kenneth
B. Clark says that black children do not learn because
19they ate not taught. If teachers are convinced their
students canhotlearn, it may become a self-fulfilling
prophecy
.
In his study of effective schools, Ronald Edmonds
agreed. He found that in the more effective school,
teachers were less skeptical about their ability to have
an impact on children.20 A Phi Delta Kappa study of
exceptional urban elementary schools came to the same
conclusion.^
What is peculiar about Hartford is that the school
system distributes fewer educational funds to those most
in need. That suggests the problem of expectations outlined
above may well reach the highest levels of the school
system.
Even if this case study indicated there were no
disparities in funding schools, it should be obvious that
$1000 of educational inputs in one school is not equal to
$1000 in another school.
Annie Welles, who heads a parent group in Hartford
called "Save Our Students/" has often drawn the analogy
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that parents would be negligent if they did not provide
adequate treatment for one of their children who suffered
from muscular dystrophy: "Would anyone in his/her right
mind argue that the extra costs for such treatment are
unfair to their other children?" Welles contends school
officials and the public should recognize that substantially
larger amounts of educational inputs are needed to provide
a high quality education for deprived children in the
inner city.
Guthrie and associates noted that "the conception of
a common school mold for each child strikes us as being,
at best, completely unjustified. If a physician ordered
all his patients to have the same operation, take the
same medicine, and pay the same amount, regardless of their
ailment, we would think his performance outrageous and
probably illegal." 22
The findings of this study demonstrate the existence
of specific disparities in intra-district financing. The
following recommendations offer litigative, legislative,
and political solutions to the problem.
1) It is recommended that the process of collecting
intra-district finance data be established and institution-
alized across the state. Just as the Connecticut State
Department of Education processes and publishes inter-
district finance data, so, too, should intra-district
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finance data be collected and published. Appropriate state
laws and/or regulations should be passed to institutionalize
this process. These measures should mandate adherence to
criteria for the distribution of resources within districts
so that equal educational opportunity is established. A
school-by-school audit of funds should be required in order
to prevent misallocation of funds to schools.
Section 10-4 (b) of the Connecticut General Statutes
requires each board of education to inform the state re-
garding the "condition of the public schools and the amount
and quality of instruction therein and such other informa-
tion as will assess the true condition, progress and needs
of public education." This statute could be interpreted
by the state to require the information or, if not, it
could be revised to require such data.
Local and state school officials, as well as members
of the education committee of the state legislature, must
be persuaded that the quality of education can only be
effectively controlled if school systems measure the
costs of educational efforts in relation to their
effectiveness
.
2) Plaintiffs and their attorneys in the Horton
inter-district case should attempt to persuade the
Connecticut courts to ensure compliance with the original
order by requiring the state to. monitor and equalize not
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only the distribution of educational funds to districts
but from school to school within districts. The Connecticut
Supreme Court has already ruled that a child's education
should not be dependent on the town in which a child lives.
That principle needs to be applied to neighborhoods as
well. There is no reason to think that the legal principle
involved is any different in one case than in the other.
3) Groups such as the Connecticut Civil Liberties
Union and the NAACP should consider bringing an intra-
district finance complaint, similar to the Hobson case.
4) The U.S. Department of Justice has increasingly
been backing away from enforcement of civil rights laws
and has shown an insensitivity to equal educational
opportunity. In October 1981, the department indicated it
was moving away from busing suits and toward other forms
of civil rights enforcement which they claimed would
23
enhance the educational quality of minority schools.
William Bradford Reynolds, assistant attorney general for
civil rights, said the department was interested in bringing
suits against school districts which do not provide equal
education from school to school where minorities are
involved. 24 Given recent political pressure on the
department for its lack of civil rights enforcement,
officials such as Reynolds may seek an opportunity to offset
the criticism. A complaint to the Justice Department in and
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of itself may have some value. At the very least, the
public attention such a complaint would receive would help
magnify the issue for the public. In no case should such
a complaint disregard the need to desegregate the schools
at the same time.
5) Hartford has a new city council whose membership
appears to be considerably more sympathetic than past
councils to the principle of equality. Parent and civil
rights groups may be able to persuade the Council, which
approves the school board budget, that equal educational
opportunity cannot be attained until officials produce
detailed budgets and data on a school-by-school basis.
6) Foundations and corporations should provide
support to parent groups, such as S.O.S., to assist in
effecting greater public awareness and involvement in
efforts to promote high quality education. Given the
entrenchment of the educational bureaucracy, it is vital
that an on-going and viable parent and citizen's group
become active. That bureaucracy should not be insulated
from public accountability.
Future Research
There are a number of areas that future researchers
may want to consider. These areas involve problems of
method and of substance. 1) Researchers could examine
the role and effect of advocacy groups on equalizing school
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financing. While in many areas there is a lack of
advocacy groups to promote equity, it may be helpful to
examine the effectiveness of these groups. 2) Researchers
could determine the effectiveness of state freedom-of-
information laws and whether they make education data
available to 'the public. These laws may vary considerably
among the states. Have they been used by the public to
secure information about schools, and, if so, what has been
the result? Does the complainant need a lawyer to use
these laws? How cumbersome are they? Are there staff
members on freedom-of- information commissions who can
assist the public? If so, how effective is this staff
assistance? 3) Researchers could determine the policy
positions and activities of the National Association of
School Boards and the American Association of School
Administrators regarding the provision of educational
data to the public. While it would appear to be particular-
ly appropriate for school boards to keep the public
fully informed by insisting on the release of such data,
there is some evidence that this, in fact, does not take
place. 4) Researchers could examine intra-district
school financing inequities in relation to other public
agencies in the community. This could involve compari-
sons with public agencies in the fields of health, safety,
recreation, housing, and transportation. 5) Researchers
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could examine whether intra-district inequities are
actually reduced when school-based budgeting is in place.
What happens when principals and parents have some control
over their schools' budgets? Do the inequities disappear
or is there no effect? 6) Researchers might examine the
role of state legislatures in allocating education funds.
Do the states effectively monitor the distribution of
these funds? Are there mechanisms for adequate control
and supervision? 7) Researchers should study the
significance of the various measurements which are used
to determine whether equal educational opportunity exists.
In this case study, some measurements such as the
distribution of textbooks and other school supplies were
not examined because of the lack of adequate inventories.
How much weight should be given to such measurements
if they are available? What is significant? 8) Researchers
should examine the literature on inter-district financing
changes to determine whether these changes affect intra-
district financing. 9) Researchers should examine the
area of intra-school inequities. Are there significant
differences from classroom to classroom within schools?
10) Researchers should determine how school systems can
maintain a better accounting of the total distribution of
federal, state, and local funds. This would include
separate account mechanisms to determine where each
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category of funds is flowing. 11) Researchers should
examine whether intra—district inequities are correlated
to the socio-economic status of pupils. To what degree
do inequalities reflect economic and racial differences of
the student bodies? This question is more complicated
than it may appear since the criterion to measure economic
status is likely to be affected by race.
Summary
Providing equal educational opportunity is not
simply an education issue. In a democratic society it
also has moral and constitutional dimensions. While our
schools have their faults and weaknesses, as long as we
place considerable value on education, it must be provided
to all children on an equitable basis.
The key value in the doctrine of equal protection
in the Constitution involves the principle that government
(including school boards) cannot, without adequate
justification, impose differential rewards to various
groups under its jurisdiction. The courts have made it
clear, as we saw earlier, that additional judicial
scrutiny will be applied when differences affect minorities.
Claims that there is no violation of equal protection
unless the inequities stem from consciously deliberate
plans have been rejected by numerous courts.
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The consequences of the inequities in the distribu-
tion of resources may have serious impact on society.
If thousands of minority and poor children continue to
receive inferior education, we are perpetuating poverty
in all its ramifications. Neither neighborhood wealth nor
race should determine what the public schools offer.
Instead of equalizing educational opportunities through
public schools, which has been the egalitarian approach,
middle-class and wealthy children are offered significantly
more educational resources.
The need for equity should not be dependent on any
demonstration of cause and effect between educational
inputs and student attainment. Equity in the distribution
of resources is a simple issue of justice.
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Key to Table 2
Table 2
Variables
#1 Name of School (see school code)
#2 "l"=White School; "2"=Minority School
#3 Percentage of minority students
#4 Percentage of teachers with Master's degrees
#5 Pupil /Teacher Ratio
#6 Pupil/Paraprofessional Ratio
#7 Percentage of Minority Teachers
#8 Percentage of "Provisional" Teachers
#9 Median Yearsof Teacher Experience
#10 Median Teacher Salaries
#11 Percentage Students from AFDC Families
#12 Percentage Students Receiving Remedial Assistance
#13 Percentage Students Free or Partial Hot Lunches
#14 M.A.T. Scores, Reading, Grade Year 3.7
#15 M.A.T. Scores, Math, Grade Year 3.7
#16 M.A.T. Scores, Language, Grade Year 3.7
#17 M.A.T. Scores, Reading, Grade Year 6.6
#18 M.A.T. Scores, Math, Grade Year 6.6
#19 M.A.T. Scores, Language, Grade Year 6.6
#20 Support staff experience
#21 Support staff salaries
#22 Ratio of music teachers to pupils
#23 Ratio of art teachers to pupils
#24 Ratio of administrators to pupils
#25 Library books per pupil
#26 Musical instruments per pupil
School Code - Column 1
1. Barbour 13. King
2. Barnard Brown 14. McDonough
3. Batchelder 15. Naylor
4. Burns 16. Parkville
5. Burr 17. Rawson
6. Clark 18. SAND
7. Dwight 19. Simpson
8. Fischer 20. Twain
9. . Fox E
.
21. Vine
10. Hooker 22. Webster
11
.
Kennelly 23. West Middle
12. Kinsella 24. Wish
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Table 3
Mann-Whitney Test for Statistical Significance
Column #3
"White" schools—median student minority population 57.800
Minority schools - median student minority population 98.400
The test is significant at .0001
Column #4
Per cent of teachers with Master’s degrees
9 white schools - median 71.200
15 minority schools - median 52.000
The test is significant at .0004
Column #5
Pupil-teacher ratio
9 white schools - median - 24.800
15 minority schools - median 29.300
The test is significant at .0002
Column #6
Pupil-Paraprofessional ratio
9 white schools - median = 63.300
15 minority schools - median - 51.40
Test is significant at .1524
Column #7
Percentage of minority teachers
9 white schools - median 9
15 minority schools - median 46
The test is significant at .0001
Column #8
Percentage of "provisional" teachers
9 white schools - median 23.300
15 minority schools - median 34.100
The test is significant at .0217
Column #9
Median years of teaching experience
9 white schools 0 median 11.500
15 minority schools - median 8.800
The test is significant at .0004
Column #10
Median teacher salaries
9 white schools - median 19,550
15 minority schools - median 18,300
The test is significant at .0002
Column #11
Percentage of AFDC Children
9 white schools - median 32.900
15 minority schools - median 70.300
The test is significant at .0019
Column #12
Percentage of students receiving Remedial Assistance
9 white schools - median 19.300
15 minority schools 0 median 39.900
The test is significant at .1998
Column #13
^
.
Percentage of students receiving free or subsidized hot lunches
9 white schools - median 70.400
15 minority schools - median 78.600
The test is significant at .1284
Column #14
M.A.T. Scores, Reading, Grade 3.7
9 white schools - median 3.300
15 minority schools - median 2.9000
The test is significant at .0087
Table 3 (continued)
Column #15
M.A.T. Scores, Math, Grade year 3.7
9 white schools - median 3.8000
15 minority schools- media. 3.000
The test is significant at .0012
Column #16
M.A.T. Scores, Language, Grade Year 3.7
9 white schools - median 3.7000
15 minority schools - median 2.900
The test is significant at .0087
Column #17
M.A.T. Scores, Reading, Grade Year 6.6
9 white schools - median 6.6000
15 minority schools - median 5.5000
The test if significant at .0128
Column #18
M.A.T. Scores, Math, Grade Year 6.6
9 white schools - median 6.6000
15 minority schools - median 5.7500
The test is significant at .0631
Column #19
M.A.T. Scores, Language, Grade Year 6.6
9 white schools - median 7.000
15 minority schools -median 5.8500
The test is significant at .0275
Column #20
Support Staff Experience
8 white schools - median 17.000
15 minority schools - median 10.000
The test is significant at .1524
Column #21
Support Staff Salaries
8 white schools - median $21,900
15 minority schools - median $21,250
The test is significant at .1213
Column #22
Ratio of Music Teachers to Pupils
9 white schools - median 261
15 minority schools - median 280
The test is significant at .7656
Column #23
Ratio of Art Teachers to Pupils
9 white schools - median 491
15 minority schools - median 594
The test is significant at .1611
Column #24
Ratio of Administrators to Pupils
9 white schools - median 312
15 minority schools - median 358.50
The test is significant at .4561
Column #25
Number of library books per pupil
9 white schools - median 11.140
15 minority schools - median 10.070
The test is significant at .7656
Column #26
Number of musical instruments per pupil
9 white schools - median .225
15 minority schools - median .110
The test is significant at .0705
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Profile of Hartford Public Schools
1980-1981
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Barbour 299 95.1 9.0 41.2 58.8 5 33.2 1/59.8 28.6
Bamard-B. 509 99.4 16.0 48.9 51.8 9 31.8 1/56.6 46.7
Batchelder 570 64.1 28.0 23.4 76.6 9 20.4 1/63.3 13.3
Bums 1212 87.1 40.5 59.7 40.3 18 29.9 1/67.3 34.1
Burr 568 67.8 25.0 28.7 71.2 6 22.7 1/94.7 38.2
Clark 717 99.6 25.0 42.6 57.4 14 28.7 1/51.2 35
Bright 299 51.2 12.0 31.8 68.1 13 24 .
9
1/23 27.3
Esquelita 326 99.7 12.0 55.5 44.5 12 27.2 1/27.2 87.5
Fischer 586 98.4 21 . 5 34.1 65.9 13 27.3 1/45.1 44.4
Fox E. 886 71.1 34.0 31.9 68.1 13 26. 1 1/68.2 27.1
Hooker 614 97.9 23.0 49.5 50.5 15 26 .
7
1/40.9 41.5
kennel ly 624 22.1 27.0 28.7 71.3 8 23.1 1/78 22.5
Kinsella 704 96.9 27.0 30.8 69.2 16 26. 1 1/44 26.8
King 1285 99.3 42.0 32.3 67.7 24 30.6 1/53.5 23.3
McDonough 554 70 22.0 27.6 72.4 11 25.2 1/50.4 23.3
Naylor 559 21.1 25.0 35.1 64.9 8 22.4 1/69.9 23.3
Parkvillc 508 48.8 20.5 35.8 64.2 10 24.8 1/50.8 36.4
Rawson 397 98.7 14.0 47 53 7 28.4 1/56.7 29.2
SAND 607 100
21.0
59 41 17 28.9 1/35.7 54.3
Sirrpson-W. 593 99.8 20.0 38 62 13 29.7 1/45.6 27.3
Twain 532 98.5 17.5 59.3 40.7 6 30.4 1/88.7 25
Vine 439 98 15.0 48 52 17 29. 3 1/25.8 25
Webster 490 57.8 18.0 15 85 9 27 . 2 1/54.4 14.3
West M. 519 95.6 20.0 53 47 8 26 .
0
1/64.9 44.8
Wish 706 99.7 22 .
0
50.1 49.9 18 32. 1 1/39.2 37
S'
.
o
.firbO
O
/
229
Table 4 (continued)
MIDDLE SCHOOLS
Fox M. 1,177 39.1 65 45 55 10 1/18.1 1/117.7 46.9
Quirk 1,199 87.7 65 45.7 54.3 16 1/18.5 1/74.9 38.9
HIGH SCHOOLS
Buckeley 1816 62.6 21.8 78.2 25 1/72.6 21.4
Hartford 2036 85.2 31.1 68.9 26 1/78.3 25.2
Weaver 2120 44.6 55.4 22 1/96.4 45.8
Source: "Hartford Public Schools - Pupil Enrollment by School and Grade, September
30, 1980, "Hartford Public Schools; "Ethnic Distribution of Hartford Public School
Pupils, October 1, 1980," Hartford Public Schools; "Certification of Individuals
Shown Active As of September 1, 1980," Conn. State Department of Education, Date of
Printing, April 4, 1981; "Certified personnel by Location," Computer printout,
Hartford Public Schools, May 5, 1981; "Ethnic Distribution of Paraprofessionals
10/1/80," Hartford Public Schools; "Racial Balance Classroom Teachers, October, 1980,"
Hartford Public Schools; "Class Size Report, K-6 Schools," Item 16, page 34, Report
to Hartford Board of Education, December 18, 1979; "Class Size Report, K-8, Middle and
High Schools," Item 17, Page 35, Report to Hartford Board of Education, Dec. 18. 1979;
Memorandum on distribution of school personnel received by author from Eugene Green,
Assistant Superintendent, Hartford Public Schools, April 2, 1981.
Table 5
Distribution of Support Staff *
Median Years Median Salary
Experience
Minority Schools:
Barbour 2 13,900
Barnard-Brown 6.5 18,550
Bums 8.5 21,050
Clark 15.5 21,550
Fischer 31 21,950
Hooker 9.5 21,250
Kinsella 11.5 19,750
King 14 21,700
Rawson 36 21,500
SAND 7 18,500
Twain 6 22,200
Vine 21 21,400
West Middle 4 15,000
Wish 12.5 21,650
White Schools:
Batchelder 17 22,100
Burr 9.5 19,750
Dwight *# **
Fox E. 19 21,700
Kennelly 17.5 22,250
McDonough 21.5 22.550
Naylor 8.5 18,350
Parkville 14.5 21,050
Webster 20 22,600
* Support Staff is defined as school counselors, psychological examiners,
school psychologists, school social workers, and reading teachers or consultants
.
Source: "Annual School Staff Report, TRD-3, State of Connecticut Teachers'
Retirement Board, Hartford, Conn.
Source:. "Selected Staff Statistics for William Olds, OCLU", Bureau of
Research and Planning, State Department of Education, Hartford, Conn. 8-81.
Median years of support staff experience in the minority schools is 10 years
compared to. 17. 2 5years in the white schools. The median salary in the minority
schools is 321, 250 while the median salary in the white schools is $21,900.
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Table 7
Middle School Distribution of Music and Art Teachers
1980-1981
Hartford Public Schools
Minority Schools
1 Music
Teachers
Ratio of
Music Teachers
to Students
1 Art
Teachers
Ratio Art
Teachers to
Students
Fox Middle 2.7 1/417 3 1/376
(Mirk Middle 2.7 1/414 3 1/372
White Schools
Batchelder .4 1/413 .4 1/412
Burr .7 1/329 .7 1/329
Fox E. .8 1/264 .6 1/352
Kennelly .6 1/250 .6 1/250
Naylor .6 1/338 .6 1/338
Median average of students per music teachers in the minority schools is
1/415.5. In the white schools the median is 1/328.
t-tedian average of students per art teacher in the minority schools is
1/374. In the white schools the median is 1/329.
Source: "Hartford Public Schools, Department of the Arts, General Music School
Schedule, 1980-81"; "Hartford Public Schools, Department of the Arts,
Art Department School Schedule" 1900-1981"
.
Table 8
Ethnic Distribution of Paraprofessionals
Total I % Minority
Minority Schools:
Barbour 5 80%
Barnard Brown 9 88.9
Bums 18 61.1
Clark 14 100
Fischer 13 53.8
Hooker 15 66.7
King 24 91.7
Kinsella 16 81.3
Rawson 7 42.9
SAND 17 94.1
Sinpson 13 100
Twain 6 66.7
Vine 17 94.1
West Middle 8 87.5
Wish 18 88.9
Fox Middle 10 80
Quirk Middle 16 87.5
Hartford High 26 46.2
Weaver High 22 90.9
White Schools:
Batchelder 9 33.3
Burr 6 16.7
CXvight 13 15.4
Fox E. 13 30.8
Kennelly 8 12.5
McDonough 11 45.5
Naylor 8 25
Parkville 10 20
Webster 9 11.1
Bulkeley High 25 20
Source: "Ethnic Distribution of Paraprofessionals 10/1/80", Hartford Public Schools
Median average for the minority elementary schools is 87.5 in terms of percentages
of minority paraprofessionals. The median average for the white schools is 20 %.
Table 9
Distribution of Vice-Principals
Sex Race Ed. Salary Yea
Minority Qualif- * Expe
Schools: cations
*
*
Barbour _ .
Barnard-Brown - - - - _
Bums F w Mast. 28,537 4
Clark M w Mast. 28,784 13
Fischer F B Mast. 30,078 17
Hooker M W Bachelors 27,585 5
King M W Mast. 30,078 16
M B Mast. 30,770 13
Kinsella M W Mast. 29,314 25
Rawson - - - -
SAND M B Mast. 26,386 12
Sinpson F W Mast. 29,084 14
Twain - - - - -
Vine - - - - -
west Middle - - - - -
Wish F B Mast. 31,070 20
White
Schools:
Batchelder M W . Mast. 29,084 16
Burr M W Mast. 29,084 13
tvight - “ “ - -
Fox E. M W Mast. 28,784 13
Kennelly M w Mast. 29,314 24
McDonough - - -
Naylor M w Mast. 30,078 16
Parkville - - - - -
Webster - - - - -
* Source: "Certified Personnel by location", Hartford Public Schools, computer
run date 5-5-81; also "Hartford Board of Education Vice-Principals", Hartford
Public Schools, ccrputer run date 3-30-81.
The median salary of vice-principals in the minority schools is $29,084,
compared to $30,078 in the white schools. The median years of experience in
the minority schools is 13.5 years and 16 years in the white schools.
All but one vice-principal have Master's decrees.
Four of the 15 vice-principals in the elementary schools are black. None are
located in the white schools. Four are females. Eleven are males.
Table 10
Distribution of Elementary School Principalsijj.cmcu .aij otuuui p
1980-1981
Scliools 1 Minority Sox of Idcu ol 14.1. Salary T«%iru of
Students l'rinci|ol rrinciiol Qv.uilfi-
cations.
* llxpcricjicc
•
Minority Schools
Parboiit 95.1 M w I'D . D 30,078 17
Barivud-llrown 99.4 M w 13 ). 1 ) 31,185 19
Burns 87.1 M w Mist. 31,763 12
Clark 99.6 M u Mast. 31,185 22
Fischer 98.4 M w Mast. 31,763 13
Hooker 97.9 M w Mist. 31,300 31
King 99.3 M u Mist. 32,178 20
Kinsella 96.9 M w Mast. 31,300 30
Pawson 98.7 M B Mist. 30,078 12
SAND 100 F II Mist. 31,070 17
Simpson 97.8 M U Mist. 31,185 19
TVain 98.5 M II Mast. 30,770 11
Vino 98 F 11 Mast. 30,308 28
West Middle 95.6 M D Mast. 30,308 28
wish 99.7 M B Mast. 30,770 14
White Schools
Batcheidcr 64.1 M W Mast. 30,770 4
Burr 67.8 M w Mast. 31,185 22
tVight 51.2 F w Mast. 30,308 31
Fox E. 71.1 M w Mast. 31,070 14
Kcnnelly 22.1 M w Mast. 31,000 17
McDonough 70 M w Mast. 31,300 30
Naylor 21.1 M w Mast. 31,185 23
Parkvi He 48.8 M w Mast. 30,193 22
Webster 57.8 M w Mast. 30,308 28
ftedian salary for elementary school principals in the minority schools is $31,185.
The median salary in the white schools is $31,000. All hold Master's degrees except
for the principals at Barbour and Barnard-Brcwn who have doctorates.
The median years of principal experience is 19 years in the minority schools
compared to 22 years in the white schools.
"Certified Personnel by Location,"
Schools, computer run date 5-5-81.
•Source
:
Hartford Public
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Table 11
Ratio of School Administrators to Students
Minority Schools White Schools
Barbour 1/299 Batchelder 2/570 (1/285)
Barnard Brown 1/509 Burr 2/568 (1/284)
Bums 2/1212 (1/606) Cwight 1/299
Clark 2/717 (1/358.5) Fox E. 2/886 (1/443)
Fischer 2/586 (1/293 Kennelly 2/624 (1/312)
Hooker 2/614 (1/307) McDonough 1/554
Kinsella 2/704 ( / 3 52
)
Naylor 2/559 (1/279.5)
King 3/1285 (1/428.3) Parkville 1/508
Rawson 1/397 Webster 1/490
SAND 2/607 (1/303.5)
Simpson 2/593 (1.296.5)
Twain 1/532
Vine St. 1/439
West Middle 1/519
Wish 2/706 (1/353)
Administrator is defined as either a school principal or vice-principal.
Median ratio of students to administrators in minority schools is 1/358.5
Median ratio of students to administrators in white schools is 1/299
Source: "Vice-Principals
,
Hartford Board of Education”, 3-30-81 (computer print-out);
"Hartford Pvrislic Schools, Administration Building", 10-10-80.
Table 12
Distribution of Guidance Counselors
Total 1 of
Students
Total » of
Minority Students
I Of
Guidance
Counselors
Ratio of
Counselors
Students
High Schools,
Bulkeley High 1816 62.6 8 1/22.7
Hartford High 2036 85.2 10 1/20.3
weaver High 2120 99.7 10 1/21.2
Middle Schools
(Aiirk Middle* 1199 87.7 7 1/170
Fox Middle* 1177 99.9 6 1/198
Batchelder* 165 64.1 1 1/165
Burr* 230 67.8 1 1/230
Fox E.* 211 71.1 1 1/211
Kennelly* 150 22.1 1 1/150
Naylor* 203 21.1 1 1/230
• 7th 4 8th grade students only.
Source: "1981-82 Hartford Public Schools Guidance Department Assignments,"
Hartford Public Schools; Guidance Department, Oct. 1981
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Table 13
Distribution of Special Education Students
MINORITY SCHOOLS ED ER LD GT HH OH SI VI TOTAL
Barbour 36 11 27 3 77
Barnard Brown 8 28 17 53
Burns 0
Clark 8 7 15
Fisher 10 13 30 5 2 60
Hooker 8 11 11 30
King 16 16
Kinsella 19 19
Rawson 7 29 36
SAND 7 12 9 28
Simpson 12 29 41
Twain 5 21 26
Vine 4 2 14 20
West Middle 7 15 22
Wish 22 8 18 14 62
Median is 28 Students
WHITE SCHOOLS
Batchelder 0
Burr 11 11
Dwight 17 17
Fox E 16 26 28 8 88
Kennelly 66 66
McDonough 0
Naylor 5 5
Parkville 7 7
Webster 11 8 89 5 113
Median is 6 Students
Source: "Hartford Public Schools - Pupil Enrollment by School and Grade
September 30, 1980."
ED - Emotionally Distrubed; ER - Educatable Mentally Retarded; f
LD - Learning Disability; GT - Gifted/Talented; HH
- Hard of Hearing or Deaf
OH - orthopedically Handicapped; SI - Speech Impaired; VI
- Visually
Impaired
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241Title 15
Distribution of Title I/SADC, P.L.874, GeneralBudget Funds For Remedial Education and Number
of Students: Math and TESOL.
school
Batchelder
Barbour
Burns
Burr
Bar nard- Brown
Fox
Hooker
Kinsella
King
Clark
Dwight
Escue 1 i tia
Fisher
Kenne 1 ly
McDonough
Hay lor
Parkvi 1 le
Rawson
Vine Street
Webster
Simpson-Waver ly
SAND
West Middle
W i s h
Fox Middle
Twain
Quirk Middle
Bulkeley
II P IIS
Weaver
524,908
Math
Labs
(5110.70
per
pupil)
5366,275
Higher
Horizons
(5457.84
per
pupil)
5295,000
•Sphere
50
teachers,
45
student
tutors,
6
administrators
(5578.43
per
pupil)
5813,268
TESOL*
21
teachers
k
1
administrator
(5237.94
per
pupil)
Total
1
of
Students
Served
l
Rank
in
Order
of
1
of
Students
Servocf
*
10 52 62
5 16 46
15 422*** 527(3)
170 215 (15)
25**** 205 275 (10)
5 178 228 (14)
75 15 131 311 (3)
20 245 355 (5)
139 229 (13)
75 5 157 327 (6)
58 53
25**** 81 106 (19)
10 10
5 60 65
15 109 124 (18)
5 75 80
15 166 181 (16)
10 10
114 159 (17)
7 49 56
5 50
20 209 319 (7)
75 15 107 287 (9)
3 177 245 (11)
200 110 45 565 (2)
5 5
200 80 16 366 (4)
100 20 152 342 (5)
200 30 241 611 (1)
100 30 44 244 (12)
TOTAL 225 800 510 3,418 6,458
* TESOL - Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages
»s not include Headstart, Pre-Kindergarden , Project Concern
1 non-public school programs; Project Concern invokes the
sinq of 1,435 students, 1,100 to the suburbs and 33a
within
* city. Project Concern's total cost for 80-81 school
n’jjJ.w P~ • “MJ ° £
iff consists of four supportive teachers, 47 aides
and
ni nis tra tor s
.
Includes Burns Annex (290 students at Durns School
and
132 at Annex)
50 students combined with Escuclitia Bilingual
School
Table 15
Title I/SADC, P.L. 874, General Budget Funds
For Remedial Education and Number of Students
New Centurys to IRIT.
(an 5or
$37,050
New
Century
(7th
t
8th
Graders)
($264.29
per
pupil)
$119,669
Literacy
Labs
;$342
per
pupil)
$29,064
Survivorship
Skills
(11th
&
12th
Graders)
($415
per
pupil)
$90,000
New
Arrivals
Center
4
teachers
t
2
aids
($900
per
pupil)
$651,148 IRIT
($689
per
pupil)
Datchelder
Barbour 25
Burns 90
Burr 45
Barnard-Brown 45
Fox 45
Hooker 90
Kinsella 90
King 90
Clark 90
Dwight
Escuelitia
Fischer
Kennel ly
McDonough
Naylor
Parkville
Rawson
Vine Street 4 5
Webster
Simpson-Waverly 4 5
SAND 90
West Middle 90
Wish 65
Fox Middle 140 70
Twain
Quirk Middle 70
Bulkeley 70 * *
HPHS 70 70 * *
Weaver 70
TOTAL 140 350 70 100 945
* Source: 1981 District Title I/Sadc Application Review
Sheet from Hartford Public Schools to Connecticut State
Department of Education; Date Reviewed, 8/29/80.
** 100 students serving all three high schools; centers
located at Bulkeley High and Hartford High.
Table 15
Title I/SADC, P.L.874,
For Remedial Education
Rankings
.
SCHOOL
Cost
Per
School*
Ranking
in
Terms
of
Monies
Spent
Batchelder
Barbour
$18,157.18
23,924.19
23
21
3
Burns 171,097.13 If
Burr 71,454.89 11
Barnard-Brown 101,473.00
1 5
Fox / 6,250.47 9
Hooker 110,159.09 5
Kinsella 131.873.90 13
King 95,083.66 8
Clark 110,561.23 25
Dwight 13,800152 18
Escuelitia 40,964.22 26
Fischer 5,784.30 24
Kennelly 17,168.55 19
McDonough 34,611.91 22
Naylor 20,737.65 17
Parkville 48,174.49 26
Rawson 5.784.30 16
Vine Street 58,130.16 24
Webster 15,708.07 20
Simpson-Waverly 33,897.15 6
SAND 123,308.06 10
West Middle 104,448.53 14
Wish 88,635.67 1
Fox Middle i26,842.60 27
Twain 2,892.15 4
Quirk Middle 165,509.44 7
Dulkeley 117,459.48 2
IIPIIS
Weaver
219,254.44
97,546.26
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20 ( 345)
27 (241)
' 4 7 (916)
17 14 (477)
18 13 (480)
16 8 ( 723)
10 10 (536)
9 9 (537)
7 6 (1047)
8 11 ( 534)
28 (237)
26 (261)
15 ( 4 381
21 ( 320 )
18 (412)
24 ( 274 )
19 ( 398)
23 ( 280)
13 25 ( 263)
29 (216)
15 17 (426)
12 17 (426)
14 16 ( 4 27)
11 12 (492)
6 5 (1081)
22 (315)
5 4 (1095)
3 3 (1203)
1 1 (1485)
2 2 (1408)
These figures represent the total cost per
number of pupils in each program times the
the programs.
school; total
per pupil cost of
The first column of figures represents
the numerical ranking
ilifv for full or subsidized hot ljncncs.
4-21-81.
Table 16
Distribution of Library Books
i Per Pupil - June 1980
Minority Schools: f Per Pupil
Barbour 6.09
Barnard Brown 8.79
Bums 6.05
Clark 10.65
Fisrher 13.24
Hooker 10.54
Kinsella 9.17
King 6.29
Rawson 6.13
SAND 14.33
Simpson 16.31
Twain 23.28
Vine St. 10.07
West Middle 7.09
Wish 16.07
White Schools:
Batchelder 9.67
Burr 7.49
Orfight 12.98
Fox E. 9.06
Kennelly 11.14
McDonough 13.14
Naylor 11.28
Parkville 7.87
Webster 11.71
Source: Memorandum from Eugene Green, Assistant Superintendent for Elementary
Schools, Hartford Public Schools to William Olds, May 4, 1981.
Median for the minority schools is 10.07 books per student. Median for the
white schools is 11.14.
American Library Association recarmends 16 to 24 books per student: Source:
"Media Programs, District & School", American Library Association.
Table 17
Distribution of Musical Instruments
Minority Schools
Barbour
Barnard Brown
Burns
Clark
Fischer
Hooker
King
Kinsella
Rawson
SAND
Simpson-Waverly
Twain
Vine
West Middle
Wish
Median is .11 instruments
White Schools
Batchelder
Burr
Dwight
Fox E.
Kennel ly
McDonough
Naylor
Parkville
Webster
sluSlnts Average
Instruments (fourth
up)
25 75
56 207
26 452
19 271
32 234
14 253
58 549
27 238
23 172
23 174
21 224
27 189
- 17
20 215
20 204
per student.
66 349
33 375
- 133
100 440
98 314
21 240
82 366
48 204
69 115
grade * Instruments
Per Student
.33
.27
.06
.07
.14
.06
.11
.11
.13
. 13
. 09
.14
.09
.10
.19
.09
.23
.31
.09
.22
.24
.60
Median is .225 instruments per student.
Source: “Instrumental Inventory, June 1981," Department of the Arts,
Hartford Public Schools; "Hartford Public Schools, Pupil Enrollment
by School and Grade-September 30,1980."
(number of pupils measured from fourth grade since instrumental
music lessons begin at fourth grade; number of students does not
include special education students)
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Table 18
Physical Condition of Schools
Minority * of Age of Square Square 1 1Schools
:
Students Schools Footage Footage Rooms Cus tod i ans
A. B. C Per Student
D.
E k Area
F.
Barbour 299 51 yrs 49 , 000 163.88 19 3-16 , 300
Barnard 509 54 60,000 117.88 42 5-12,000
Burns* 878 42 84 , 000 95.67 36 5-16,800
Clark 717 10 104,004 145.05 60 6-17,300
Fischer 586 16 102 ,400 174.74 42 6-17,000
Hooker 614 29 70,000 114.01 33 5-14,000
King 1285 57 152,000 118.29 58 12-13 , 800
Kinsella 704 7 96,741 137.42 47 5-19,200
Rawson 397 60 58,000 146.10 28 4-14 , 500
SAND 607 4 95,400 157.17 6 12- 7,900
Simpson 593 11 104,275 175.84 42 6-17 , 300
Twain 532 29 70,000 131.58 25 4-17,500
Vine 439 57 63,000 143.51 31 5-12,600
West Middle 519 87 59,000 113.68 16 4-14
,
700
Wish 706 19 90,402 128.05 42 6-15,000
White
Schools
:
Batchelder 570 23 64,000 112.28 25 5-12,800
Burr 568 67 59,000 103.87 30 5-11,800
Dwight 299 98 41,000 137.12 21 4-13,600
Fox E. 386 57 130,000 146.73 57 10-13,000
Kennelly 624 81 62,000 99.36 36 4-15,500
McDonough 554 84 41,000 74.01 20 3-13,600
Naylor 559 54 56,000 100.18 26 4-14 , 000
Parkville 508 4 97,000 190.94 27 6-19,400
Webster 490 81 64 ,000 130.61 29 4-16,000
A. Source: Hartford Public Schools , Pupil Enrollment by School i Grade ( 9-30-8
B,C,D,E. Source: "Hartford Schools, Management Study: Custodial Services , Energy
Conservation," Citizens Committee for Effective Government Inc. Hartford
Conn., August 1980
F. Source: Ibid; The first figure represents the total number of custodians
in school. The second figure represents the square footage of area
served by each custodian.
* Burns School only, not Annex
Median age of minority schools is 29 years and median for white schools
is 67 years. Median square feet per student in minority schools is
137.42. In the white schools it is 112.28.
Median square footage of area served by custodians is 15,000 in the
minority schools and 13,600 in the white schools.


